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REPORT. 



In the Independent Messenger of the 8th of February, 1834, ap- 
peared the following article : 

* COME LET US REASON TOGETHER/ 

Rbo, Faihera and Teaehera m Uu brad qf UmvenaKtmi — 

I heUwe what f ou disbdUve — that the Holy Scriptures teach the doctrine 
of a Ajture righteous retribution. You consider my bditf*a, relic of hea- 
Uienism.' I consider your didtditf a proximate species of anti-Christian 
scepticism. A great controYermr has commenced, and wiU be prosecuted to 
an issue, between yourselves and those who hold with me the doctrine of fu- 
ture retribution. Thousands of people need to be enlightened on Che sub- 
ject, who cannot be induced to plod through the pages of elaborate works, 
but would, neverthelf»s, be interested in an inTesti{|;adon carried on in the 
way of public oral discussion. Now, therefore, I mvite you to a friendly 
public debate of the following question — Do ih§ the Hdly &ripiurt$ Uaek tiSe 
dodrine qf/viurt reward$ and jnmUhmefiU ? And I respectfully propose the 
following tenns of arrangement. Viz. 

1. The Discussion to be holden in some commodious Hall or Edifice in 
the city of Boston. 

2. Thirty days notice to be §^Yen in the public p^ran of its oonunenee- 
ment 

3. Three Moderators to preside, with fiill power to enforce the most 
wholesome and approved rules of debate ; the parties respectively choosing 
one Moderator, and those two the third. 

4. In the affirmative of the question myself alone ; in the negative as many 
of your clergymen as you please. 

5. The parties to occupy, alternately, thirty minutes qiace of speech. 

6. Two experienced Reporters to oe employed, with instructions to pre- 
pare for press a faithful Report of the whole discussion, as nearly verbatim 
as possible^ without submittiqg auy part thereof to the previous inspection of 
the disputants, or any other pereons. 

7. The debate to commence on Tuesday aud be continued with suitable 
intermissions till the close of Friday ; and so on from week to week; till the 
parties are mutually willing to termioate it, or till one of them shall absolute- 
ly decline its further prosecution. 

8. All expenses properly incident lo the Discussion (time, labor, and mere 
personal expense excepted) and all income arising fixim the sale of the Re- 
port, if any, to be shared equally by the parties. 

9. The printing of the Report, whether by the affirmative or negative par- 
ty, to be decided by lot under the direction of the Moderators. 

All which is respectfully submitted) with the humble hope that you will 
•accept tny invitation, proposals and terms ; 4uid that by a friendly, ftir and 
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fall dnciission of the question at issue, we may mutually contribute to en- 
lighten and satisfy many thousand inquiring minds. 

ADIN BALLOU. 



This article gave rise to the following correspondence : 

Bostorij Feb. 10, 1834. 

Rev. Aniif Ballou. Dear Sir — ^From your paper of last Saturday, I 
learn that you have sent forth a challenge to debate the question — Do the 
Holy Scriptiares itacK the doctrine of future rewards and punishments T. I 
should prefer another form of expression, viz. — Do ihe scriptures teach the 
doctrine that men wUl be punished and rewarded subsequently to this Itfe (or after 
death)for^ deeds done in this life f 

To your other proposals, I have no obiections, except I cannot conceive it 
necessary to have two Reporters, as such an arrangement would ^atly in- 
crease tlie expenses of the discussion. However 1 have no particular ob- 
jection to such an arrangemement 

If, therefore, you will change the form of the question as I have suggest- 
ed, I accept your challenge, and shall hold myself in readiness to meet you 
as you propose. And you may rest assured, Sir, that I will treat you with 
respect, and the subject with all the candor its merits demand. 

As you have given the challenge, it devolves on you to appoint the time and 
place for the debate. I have confidence in my cause, and am willing to de^ 
fend it. 

Please attend to this immediately, and oblige yours respectfully, 

Dajniel D. Smith. 

Rev. Adin Ballou. 



ANSWER 

JHetu/on, fV5. 12, 1834. 

Rev. Daniel D. Smith. Dear Sir — ^Yournote oTtbe 10th inst has been 
received and considered. 1 am happy to find you ready to accent my pro- 
posal for a public Discussion. I deem it the best possible evidence, that 
your confidence is strong and sincere in the soundness of your distinguish- 
ing sentiment. 

You prefer a change in the phraseology of the auestion, and would have 
It framed thus :— *' Vo the Scriptures teach the doctnne that men will be pun^ 
ishedand rewarded subsequtpUy to thisl\fe (or qfler death) for the deeds done in 
this l}feV* If understood in its natural sense, as expre&smg the general idea 
of rewards and punishments after death, on account of conduct and charac- 
ter in this life, I have no objection to the adoption of your language in place 
of my own. Presuming this to be the sense in which it is to be understood ^ 

by the parties, and being willing to accommodate, I consent to the fonn in 
which you choose to state the question. 

As it respects two Reporters, 1 am not strenuous. If we can secure the 
services of a Stenographer, in whose skill and integrity we have both full 
confidence, I shall be satisfied with <me, 

I would name Tuesday the 18th day of March next, as the time for com- 
inencinff the Discussion. The narticular place in Boston, notbeinff yet pro- 
vided, 1 must of course leave tnat with the other preliminaries to be settled 
hereafter. If you can do anv thing to facilitate the necessary arrangements, 
I beg you will /to so. Or if you have any method to propose, whereby we 
may be dble mutually to forward those arrangements, please to give roe im- 
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mediate informmion. Let me hear from you soon, and in the meantime 
dear Sir, rest assured that I heartily reciprocate the caudor and good feel- 
ing with which you advance to meet me. 

Respectfully yours, Adin Ballou. 

Rbv. Daribl D. Smith. 



At a subsequent period, Mr. Ballou selected the Rev.Bebnard 
Whitman of Walthara, for the Moderator on his part, Mr. Smith 
selected the Rev. Linus S. Everett of Charlestown, and the 
Rev. Joshua V. Himes of Boston, was selected by these two, as 
their Chainnan. The church of the Rev. Sebastian Streeter, 
Hanover-street Boston, was politely granted by the proprietors, as 
die place for holding the discussion. It commenced on Tuesday 
the 18th of March, and continued for three days. 

The discussion was opened by Mr. Ballou, who delivered an in- 
troductory address, which had been prepai'ed beforehand, and is 
printed from his manuscript. The remainder of the debate was 
entirely extemporaneous, and is reported from full minutes taken 
for that purpose. The report was prepared in pursuance of the 
terms oi arrangement, and contains a complete statement of all tlie 
positions assumed by the opponents^, and of the principal argu- 
ments, texts, and interpretations on which they respectively relied. 



Tuesday, March IBth, 1834. 

After a prayer from the Rev. Mr. Himes, Mr. Ballou address- 
ed the audience as follows : 

Candid Auditors, — I thank the Supreme Director of events 
for die privileges of this occasion. It i» one which with proper im- 
provement may be rendered a blessing to thousands of anxious 
minds. I have long desired the opportunity it affords me of bring- 
ing before the public more conspicuously an important theological! 
question. I feel perfectly justified in having procured the impend* 
ing discussion. This method of controversy in my humble opin- 
A ion is better adapted than any other to the state of the times. It 

is indeed liable to abuse, like every other good in our world. la 
settling the preliminaries of their debate, the parties have endeav* 
ored to guard it by every practicable precaution against such 
gangers. I trust also that thev appear before you richly imbued 
with those sentiments of candor and kindness which constitute a 
still stronger safe-guard. Whatever may be the issue of this de*- 
bale, I feel that I can never regret having proposed it. I am 
grateful, therefore, to my respected opponent for the manful and 
honest assurance with which he has advanced to meet me. He is 
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sensible, as well as myself, that the question at issue is one which 
cannot be smothered ; one which must be discussed ; and which 
therefore it is proper to bring at once into the strong light of unre- 
strained investigation. I believe him to be in a great and ^ danger- 
ous error ; but I do not on that account either reproach or hate 
him. I shall oppose him with zeal, but not with malice. And in 
these respects it is fair to presume that our views and feelings are 
reciprocal. It is my prayer that we may both be blessed with 
calmness of temper, clearness of thought, and freedom of speech. 
I desire to do my cause justice ; and that I may be able to do so, 
desire as strongly that my opponent may do his justice. If any 
thing can be said to demonstrate the correctness of his doctrine, I 
hope he will fairly present it in all its strength. 

You, candid auditors, are to hear and judge. Indulge no par- 
tiality of feeling for the disputants, and consider it of no account 
which of them shall be worsted, if truth may but triumph over 
error. You are too deeply inretested in the question to harbor 
any feelings foreign to the love of truth. If in reality you have 
nothing to gajn or to lose, after death, by your conduct in this life, 
you all wish to be persuaded of the fact; so that you may give 
yourselves no further concern about your prospects in the world to 
oome, and be your own judges how you may pass this state of 
existence most pleasurably. But if God has ordained that you 
shall be called to account after death for the deeds done in the 
bbdy, you earnestly desire to be assured of it, in order that you 
may be providing lor the time to come. Think then for your- 
selves ; but think deliberately. Do not imagine that the right side 
of this question will be entirely free from difficulties; there was 
never a case so strong as to have no weak point. Do not imagine, 
that the lorong side will be entirely destitute of apparent support; 
there was never a position so untenable that ingenuity might BOt 
urge something plausible in its favor. 

What, then, is the precise question in debate ? Do I stand here 
to advocate the eternity of future rewards and punishments? No; 
for I rejoice in believing that future rewards and punishments will 
be employed by the Ruler of the Universe as suitable means of 
perfecting his spiritual authority over all intelligences. Do I stand 
here to contend that God will inflict on any portion of his creatures 
after death, a punishment unworthy of his own infinite benevolence^ 
or inconsistent with the highest good of the universe ? Far be it 
from me. Do I stand here to define the degree or duration of fu- 
ture retribution ? No ; for God has reserved to himself a knowl- 
edge of the times and seasons, in which he will accomplish his 
purposes. Do I stand here to argue that no rewards and punish- 
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tnents are meted out to mankind on tliis side of tlie grave ? No ; 
for I acknowledge all the present retribution visible in human ex- 
perieoce. What then is my business on this occasion ? It is to 
prove simply that the Holy Scriptures teach the doctrine of future 
rewards and punishments ^ that is, that the ^' Scriptures teach the 
doctrine that men wiU be punished and rewarded^ subsequently to 
this life (or c^er death) fir the deeds done in this life.^^ It is my 
opponent's business to show, if he can, that they do not teach 
this doctrine. The question is now clearly stated, and I proceed 
to the adduction of proof. 

But before I do so, permit me to remind you of one great fact; 
viz. that the Jews of our Savior's time, with the exception of the 
small sect of Sadducees, believed in the doctrine of future retri- 
bution. This, I believe, is acknowledged on all sides. But in 
order to have before us substantial evidence of it, I present you 
several texts from the books of the Apocrypha, which, though not 
considered canonical, were in high reputQ among the Jewish peo- 
ple. I quote from those books, not to prove my doctrine, but sim- 
ply to show that it was the doctrine of the Jews, to whom our 
Saviour addressed the truths of the Gospel. 

These texts from the Apocr3rpha are as follows : 

2 Esdras li. 20 — ^23. " Do right to the widow, judge for the fath- 
erless, give to the poor, defend the orphan, clothe the naked, heal 
the broken and weak, laugh not a lame man to scorn, defend the 
maimed, and let the blind man come into the sight of my clearness. 
Keep the old and young within thy walls. Whersoever thou findest 
the dead, take them and bury them ; and I will give thee the first 
place in my Resurrection." Verse 45, to the same point. 

2 Esdras vii. 42, 43, 47, 53, 56. " This present life is not die 
end where much glory doth abide. But the day of doom shall be 
the end of this time, and the beginning of the immortality for to 
come, wherein corruption is past. What profit is it for men now 
J in this present time to live in heaviness, and after death to look for 

punishment? What profit that there should be showed a paradise, 
whose fruit endureth for ever, wherein is securi^ and medicine, 
since we shall not enter into it ? And that the faces of them which 
have used abstinence shall shine above the stars; whereas our faces 
shall be blacker than darkness ? For while we lived and commit- 
ted iniquity, we considered not that we should begin to sufier for it 
after death." 

Viii. 51, 52. "But understand thou for diyself, and seek out 
the glory for such as be like thee. For unto you paradise is open- 
ed, the tree of life is planted, the time to c(Hne is prepared^ plen- 
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tcousness is made ready, a city is builded, and rest is allowed, jeti 
perfect goodness and wisdom." 

Ch. ix. 9 — 12. " Then shall they be in pitiful case, which now 
have abused my ways : and they that have cslst them away de- 
spitefully shall dwell in torments. For such as in their life have 
received benefits, and have not known me; and they that have 
loathed my law, while they had yet liberty, and when as yet place 
of repentance was open unto them, understood not, but despised it^ 
the same must know it after death by pain." 

Wisdom of Solomon iii. 1, 3, 5. See 8th. v. " But the souls ^ 

of the righteous are in the hand of God, and there shall no tor- 
ment touch them. In the sight of the unwise they seemed to die : 
and their departure is taken for misery : and their going from us 
to be utter destruction. But they are in peace. For though they 
be punished in the sight of men, yet is their hope full of immor^ 
taliQr. And having been a little chastised they shall be greatly re- 
warded : for God proved them and found them worthy of himself.'^ 
See V. 1~ 13. 

2 Maccabees vi. 26. *' For though for the present time I shouM 
be delivered from the punishment of men, yet should I not escape 
the hand of the Abnighty, neither alive nor dead." 

You will perceive from the foregoing quotations that the Jews of 
our Savior's time held the doctrine in controversy. You will please 
to bear this fact in mind, while I proceed to quote from the New 
Testament, tlie texts on which I rely. 

At present I shall confine myself exclusively to that part of the* 
subject which relates to Rewards. I commence by adducing pas- 
sages of Scripture which teach that Jesus Christ was rewarded af- 
ter death for his obedience to God in tliis life. I offer the fblbw- 
ing: 

Phil. ii. d*"— 9. " Let this mind be in you, which was also in 
Christ Jesus : Who being in the form of God thought it not robbery 
to be equal with God : But made himself of no reputation, and 
took upon him the form of a servant and was made in the likeness 
of men: And being found in fashion as a man ; he humbled him* 
self and became obedient unto death, even the death of the cross. 
Wherefore God also hath highly exaked him, and given him a 
name which is above every name," &c. 

Heb. i. d. "Thou hast loved* righteousness and httted iniquity; 
therefore God, even thy God hath anomted thee with the wl of 
gladness above thy fellows." 

Heb. xii. 1 — 3. " Let us run with patience the race that is set 
before us ; k>oking unto Jesus the author and finisher of our faith ; 
who for die joy that was set before him, endured the cross, de- 



spising the shame, and is set down at the right hand of the throne 
of God." 

1 next offer select passages*, which teach that Christ's faithful 
disciples, and all the righteous, are to be rewarded after death for 
the deeds of this life. 

Matt. xix. 27 — 28. " Then answered Peter and said unto him, 
Behold, we have forsaken all, and followed thee ; what shall we 
have therefore ? And Jesus said unto them, verily I say unto you, 
that ye which have followed me in the regeneration, when the Son 
of man shall sit in the throne of his glory, ye also shall sit upon 
twelve thrones, judging the twelve tribes of Israel." 

Matt. V. 11, 12. See Luke vi. 22. "Blessed arc ye when 
men shall revile you, and persecute you, and shall say all manner 
of evil against you falsely, for my name's sake. Rejoice and be 
exceeding glad, for great is your reward in heaven.*' 

John xii. 25, 26. " He that loveth his lif& shall lose it : and he 
that hateth his life in this world, shall keep it unto life eternal. If 
any man serve me, let him follow me ; and where I am, there shall 
also my servant be." 

2 Tim. ii. 11, 12. " It is a faithful saying ; For if we be dead 
with him, we shall also live with him : If we suffer, we shall also 
reign witli him : If we deny him, he also will deny us." 

2 Tim. iv. 6 — 8. " For I am now ready to be offered, and 
the time of my departure is at hfind. I have fought a good fight^ 
I have finished my course, I have kept the faith. Henceforth there 
is laid up for me a x^rown of righteousness, which the Lord the 
righteous Judge, shall give me at that day : and not to me only^ 
but unto all them also that love his appearing." 

Matt. vi. 19, 20. " Lay not up for yourselves treasures on 
earth, &c. But lay up for yourselves treasures in heaven." 

Matt. xix. 21. " If thou wilt be perfect, go and sell that thon 
hast, and give to the poor, and thou shalt have treasure in heaven." 

Luke xiv. 13, 14. " When thou makest a feast call the poor, 
the maimed, the lame and the blind ; and thou shalt be blessed ; 
for they cannot recompense thee; for thou shalt be recompensed at 
the resurrection of the just." 

Heb. xi. 35. "Others were tortured, not accepting deliverance, 
that they might obtain a better resurrection." 

Heb. xi. 5. "By faith Enoch was translated that he should n(n 
see death ; and was not found because God had* translated him. 
For l)efore h& was translated he had this testimony that he pleased 
God." 

1 Thess. iii. 12, 13« " And the Lord make you to increase 
and abound in bve one toward another, and toward all men. even 

2 



10 • \ 

as we do toward you : to th« end he may establish your hearts 
unblaraeabie in holiness before God, even our Father, at the coming 
of our Lord Jesus Christ with all his saints." 

1 Pet. iv. 13. " But rejoice, inasmuch as ye are partakers of 
Christ's sufferings ; that when his glory shall be revealed, ye may 
be glad also with exceeding joy." 

2 Pet. i. 10, 11. "Wherefore the rather, brethren, give dili- 
gence to make your calling and election sure : for if ye do these 
things ye shall never fall. For so an entrance shall be ministered 
unto you abundantly into the everlasting kingdom of our Lord and 
Saviour Jesus Christ." 

Rev. ii. 10. " Be thou faithful unto death, and I will give thee 
a crown of life." 

Rev. iii. 21. "To him that overcometh will I grant to sit with 
me in my throne, even as I also overcame, and am set down with 
my Father in his throne." 

Rev. xiv. 13. "And I heard a voice from heaven saying unto 
me; Write— Blessed are the dead which die in the Lord from 
henceforth ; yea, saith the Spirit, that they may rest from their 
labors and their works do follow them." 

Rev. XX. 4 — 6. " And I saw the souls of them that were be- 
headed for the witness of Jesus, and for the word of God. . . . .and 
they lived and reigned with Christ a thousand years. But the rest 
of the dead lived not again till the thousand years were finished. 
This is the first resurrection. Blessed and holy is he that hath 
part in the first resurrection ; on such the second death hath no 
power." 

Here, respected friends, I pause. I have adduced twenty texts 
as evidence that the Scriptures teach rewards after death for the 
deeds of this life. Have you received the impression from the 
language of these passages, that those who are holy in this life will 
enjoy the more happiness on that account in the world to come i 
If you have- received such an impression, remember that those,- to 
whom this language was originally addressed, must have under- 
stood it in the same sense. They were educated in the belief of a 
future state of retribution. The authors of this language knew 
this. It is presumable, therefore, that they meant what they so 
plainly said. Let my opponent now show, if he can, that these 
texts do not prove my point. Let him begin by showing that Jesus 
Christ was not exalted and glorified for his faithfulness before death. 
And let me entreat you to follow him critically in all the attempts 
be may make to deiponstrate that the passages I have quoted do 
Dot mean what I contend. I give him place. 
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Mr. Smith commenced his reply, bj observing, that this dis- 
cussion was not one of his seeking ; and in proof of this, he read 
the letters given in the introduction He then proceeded as fol- 
lows. 

The same eagerness after the truth which my friend professes, I 
also feel. I, and those who agree with me in opinion, in advocat- 
ing the doctrines which we do, certainly have no desire to deceive 
others, or to be deceived ourselves. 11 we are in error, respecting 
this matter, we wish to have the truth pointed out to us, and sus- 
tained by satisfactory arguments. In that case we will hasten to 
embrace it ; — since it is not this or that particular opinion, but truth 
itself ih£ii is the object of our affection. 

In replying to my opponent, time will not allow me to take up 
separately each particular text, which he has quoted. Nor will it 
be necessary for the purposes of the argument. The twenty texts 
which he has alleged in bis introduction, are all quoted for one pur- 
pose and in one connection. They are all similar to each other, 
and admit of similar interpretations. When I answer and explain 
one, I answer and explain the whole. 

My opponent has made quotations from the Apocrypha. I must 
observe that such quotations are no authority in this debate. As to 
the prejudices, and idle notions of those who lived in the times of 
our Saviour, we have nothing to do with them. The question is 
not, what the contemporaries of Christ believed, biit what he him- 
self taught. He came neither to confirm nor to refute, the preju- 
dices of the Jews, or the doctrines of the philosophers, but to teach a 
religion of his own ; and our business is, to inquire whether he taught 
the doctrine of a future Retribution, or whether he taught it not. 

I will proceed, then, to exantine some of the texts produced by 
my friend who has opened this discussion. 

The first text he adduces, is Phillip, ii. 5, 9. " Liet this 
mind be in you, which was also in Christ Jesus: Who being'in the 
form of God thought it not robbery to be equal with God : But 
made himself of no reputation, and took upon him the form of a 
servant, and was made in the likeness of men : and being found in 
fashion as a man ; he humbled himself and became obedient unto 
death, even the death of the cross. Wherefore God also hath 
highly exalted him, and given him a name Which is above every 
name," be. 

Now this text certainly cannot be applied to prove future rewards 
for men. For supposing even that it represents Christ as enjoying 
a reward in a future state, for his actions in this world, yet there is- 
no analogy between Christ and men. He was in the form of God. 
He thought it not robbery to be equal with God. Where then is 
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^ the analogy between bis state and that of man ? He was sent into 
the world to perform a certain work; be was strengthened and sup- 
ported, and enabled to perform it ; tbe angels bad charge of him 
to bear him up, lest at any tinie be might dash his foot against a 
Stone. In all this his condition was fat different from ours ; and 
we can draw no conclusions applicable to mankind from the conclu- 
ding clause of this text. As a part of the original plan of his com- 
ing, after the accomplishment of bis work, he was highly exalted, 
and received a name above every name, &c. This name, how- 
ever, which he received is not in a future state, but here on earth. 
It was not conferred as a reward. It naturally sprung from, and 
was a consequence of, what he did. The whole text is therefore 
without any allusion to a future state. 

The next text to which my friend has referred is Hebrews, chap, 
xii. v. 1 — 8. " Let us run with patience the race that is set before 
us ; looking unto Jesus tbe author and finisher of our faith who for 
the joy that was set before him, endured the cross, despising the 
shame, and is set down at the right hand of the throne of God." 

It is not to be imagined that the apostle intended to imply by 
this passage, that Christ ia his labors lor the salvation of men, was 
influenced by so mean and low a motive as the expectation of fu- 
ture reward. The great and noble motive of doing good was that 
which moved him, and rewarded him, while it moved him. On 
the cross, he proclaimed that " it was finished." The work was 
accomplished. The good of the human race was at once its mo- 
tive and reward. There needed not a future state to bring the 
work to a conclusion by rewarding the performer. It was finished 
before he left the earth. We cannot therefore suppose that in the 
foregoing text, the apostle meant, at all, to imply, that Christ was 
rewarded in a future state for bis doings here. 

Another text quoted by my friend is Matt. xi. 18, 19. "Lay 
not up treasures on earth," &c. 

Now there is nothing in this precept that can be referred to a 
future state. The laying up treasures in a future state is obviously 
impossible. The question then is, what is meant by laying up 
"treasures in Heaven?" The whole diflSculty is obviously in the 
word, Heaven. Now all commentators acknowledge that the wri- 
ters of the New Testament, use the words " heaven," and " king- 
dom of heaven," to express the reign of the Messiah on earth. 
Christ himself says, " no man hath ascended into heaven but the 
Son, who is in heaven,^^ The obvious meaning then, of Christ's 
exhortation to lay up treasures in Heaven is, that his disciples should 
endeavor to imbibe the principles and spirit of his doctrine,, and not 
seek happiness from the treasures or pleasures of this world which 
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are uncertain, transitory and corrupCible, but from treasures laid up^ 
in Heaven, namely, from the spirit and principles of Christ's doc- 
trine, which are peace, righteousness and joy in the Holy Ghost. 

The same interpretation applies to another text quoted by my 
friend from Matt. v. 11, 12. "iBlessed are ye when men 
shall revile you, and persecute you, hc.for^eat is your reward 
in Heaven.^^ Here the same Heaven is signified as in the forego- 
ing passage. It was in their own minds, in the consciousness of their 
own rectitude, that they had their reward. Like the apostle Paul, 
they rejoiced that they were counted wortliy to be persecuted for 
Christ's sake, and it was this very feeling, this very spirit and dis- 
position, in which their reward consisted. They were rewarded in 
heaven, that is, in the heavenly feelings they enjoyed in thus being 
made partakers of Christ's kingdom, and assistants and co-workers 
in the great and glorious work which he came to perform. 



Ballou. It is true, as my friend has stated, that he is not the 
originator of this debate. I acknowledge myself the challenger, 
and whatever honor or disgrace is due to the author of this discus- 
sion, belongs to me. In bringing it forward, I have not act- 
ed without consideration, and I trust not without worthy motives. 
I respect those which have induced my friend to accept the 
challenge. I am glad he disclaims all wish to lead himself or others 
into error ; and far be it from me to impute to him any such inten- 
tion. I feel the same exclusive regard for truth that he does; and 
if the discovery of it can be in any measure promoted by this 
discussion, I am entirely indifferent as to its individual results. • 

My opponent has taken the ground that if he explains away one 
of the texts which I have adduced, he has explained away the 
whole. Is this so ? If I should be so unfortunate as to have mis- 
understood two or three texts, and to have supposed them to teach 
a doctrine which they do not contain, does it follow that sixteen 
other texts which I may have adduced to the same point, are equal- 
ly unavailing to prove it ? I appeal to your judgment if this be so. 

I am rebuked for quoting the Apociypha, wliich is pronounced a 
book of no authority upon the present question. I did not quote it 
as authority, but simply to show that the Jews before the times of 
Christ, and at the time he appeared, believed in a future state of 
rewards and punishments. I quoted those passages to enable us, 
by knowing what was then believed, the better to understand the 
language used by our Saviour. We can understand his discourses 
only by inquiring what meaning they originally conveyed to those 
who heard them. 
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Now if the doctrine of a future retribution was generally receiv- 
ed among the Jews, and this doctrine was false, why did not Christ 
say so ? Why did he not guard the people against this false and 

Ijernicious notion ? Why did he use language that implied its truth? 
[f I should preach in an Orthodox pulpit, and use those peculiar 
phrases which are understood by the Orthodox to imply a future 
state of endless retribution, and all the while mean no such thing, 
but in my own mind put an entirely different construction on tliose 
phrases, so as entirely to reverse their meaning, would not this be 
universally reprobated as a very dishonorable proceeding ? And 
can we for a moment su])pose that Jesus Christ acted in this 
manner ? 

As to the text from Philippians, you will observe tliat aftef de- 
claring that Christ '^ became obedient unto death," the apostle says, 
"Wherefore God also hath highly exalted him," &c.thus neces- 
sarily implying that the reward of exaltation was after death, not 
coincident with his suffering and humiliation, as my friend contends. 
And in another passage, Ephes. i. 20, 21, the same apostle tes- 
tifies concerning Christ — that '* God raised him from the dead, and 
set him at his own right hand in the heavenly places, far above all 
principality, and power, and might and dominion, and every name 
that is named, not only in this world, but also in that which is to 
COME.'' This text is utterly inconsistent with the explanation, that 
the name and exaltation of Christ were in this world alone. 

My friend contends that there is no analogy between Christ, and 
bis condition in this world, and man, and man's condition in this 
world ; and that what is said concerning Chrisfs exaltation in an- 
other world, even if admitted, has no tendency to prove that men- 
may attain rewards in a future life. 

Now if there be no analogy between Christ and mankind, how are 
we to understand the following declarations of Scripture ; " Where- 
fore in AI.L things it behoved him to be made Hke unto his breth- 
ren, that he might be a merciful and faithful high priest. For in that 
he himself suffered, being tempted, he is able also to succour them 
that are tempted." Heb, ii. 17, 18. "For we have not an high 
priest that cannot be touched with the feeling of our infirmities: but 
was in all points tempted like as we are, yet without sin." Heb. 
iv. 15. 

If in fact, as my friend argues, Christ was sustained and support- 
ed by a supernatural power, so that he could not possibly do other- 
wise than right, how can it be said that he was made in all things, . 
and tempted in all points like men ; or how can he serve as an example 
for our encouragement? According to the doctrine of my opponent, 
Christ had no merit at all. If it was impossible for him to err, 
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there was certainly no merit in his doing right. But since he is 
said in the Scriptures, to have been tried as we are, and as he is 
offered as an example for our imitation, I cannot assent to the doc- 
triae — that he was upheld by such a supernatural support, as placed 
him entirely above tiie natural influence of temptation. 

Hebrews xii. 1 — 3, is another of the three or four texts, out of 
the large number adduced by me, to which my friend has seen fit 
to reply. This he insists has no reference to a future state. If so, 
what is meant in that text, by "the joy set before him?" Was that 
joy experienced by Christ before death? Do we not read that "he 
was a man of sorrow, and acquainted with grief?" and that his soul 
was " exceedingly sorrowful even unto death ?" Where then was 
this joy of which the apostle speaks ? After death undoubtedly. 

But my opponent says, that it is not to be supposed Christ 
was influenced by so low and unworthy a motive as the hope of 
future reward. Does he mean that it is unsuitable for intelligent be- 
ings to be influenced in their actions by the hope of future reward ? 
I can see no difference in the expectation of a reward near at hand, 
and a reward some time hence. One is certainly as worthy a mo- 
tive as the other. Yet my opponent and those oi his denomination, 
maintain that good actions are rewarded here in this life, and this 
they preach as an inducement to virtue. He, then, maintains a doc- 
trine of rewards, as well as myself. And in fact, he tells us that Christ 
did receive his reward here. I cannot conceive how. He alleges 
that it consisted in the satisfaction he received in the accomplish- 
ment of his work, for the salvation of the world. Yet, while he 
remained on earth that work was not accomplished. Had it been, 
would the world now, at the end of eighteen hundred years, be 
still lying in wickedness— far the greater part utterly ignorant of 
him, and regardless of his preceptsr? 

The text from Matthew, relative to laying up " treasures in 
heaven,'' my friend also asserts has no reference to a future life. 
According to his doctrine, I see not, what reason we have to lay up 
treasures at all. If we have our reward as we go along ; if every 
good action brings its own immediate recompense with it, with what 
propriety can we be called upon to lay up treasures at all? The 
very laying up of treasures, naturally implies a reference to futurity. 

Observe too, the contrast between the interpretation of my friend 
and the language of the Saviour. My friend says, lay up treas- 
ures here on earth ; Christ says, " lay not up treasures upon 
earth.^^ It strikes me that here is a discrepancy which needs ex- 
planation. 

In his observations upon this passage, the gentleman asserts 
that it is agreed by all commentators, that the expressions " Heaven" 
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and " Kingdom of Heaven," in the New Testament, universally mean 
the reign of the Messiah. I cannot admit this. Heaven was un- 
derstood by the coteraporaries of Christ, and those whom he ad- 
dressed, to signify the glorious abode of the blessed in the spiritual 
world.' Such must have been the understanding of the apostle 
when he declared that ^'jlesh and blood cannot inherit the king- 
dom of God,^^ I acknowledge that by a figure of speech, the term 
was occasionally used to signify some striking and peculiar mani- 
festation of divine power on the earth. But this was not its literal 
meaning, nor the sense in which it was usually understood. 



Smith. I will now make an observation that might, perhaps, have 
been more properly made when I first entered on this debate, but 
which escaped me at that time. My opponent in his introductory 
address, required me to prove that there is not any state of future 
retribuuon, and that Christ taught no such doctrine. 

Now I hardly think that I can be called upon to prove a nega- 
tive. It is contrary to the usage of all courts and all disputants. I 
apprehend it will be suflicient for me to answer such arguments as 
may be produced by my opponent. 

My friend maintains, that the doctrine of a future retribution be- 
ing generally received among the Jews, Christ, if he did not ex- 
pressly explode that doctrine, must be considered to have sanctioned 
It. But in my apprehension this argument proves a great deal too 
much. For we may say in like manner, of every other motion re- 
ceived by the cotemporaries of Christ, that if he did not explode 
those doctrines, he must be considered as having maintained them. 

The Jews, in the time of Christ, had incorporated into tlieir re- 
ligion a great number of traditions and heathen doctrines. They 
believed for instance, in the existence of a vast number of devils or 
demons, under the command of a prince Beelzebub, and that these 
devils possessed men, as it was called. Now Christ was certainly 
far from exploding those false notions ; for when the pharisees ac- 
cused him of casting out devils by demoniacal assistance, he made 
the following answer — "If I by Beelzebub cast out devils, by whom 
do your children cast them out ?" And yet, who will suppose that 
Christ meant to give his sanction to the doctrine of demoniacal pos- 
session, or to imply that the children of the pharisees had the pow- 
er of casting out devils? 

The early disciples, even the Apostles themselves, entertained 
mistaken notions about the kingdom of Christ, which they took at 
first to be a temporal kingdom ; and these notions Christ only in 
part corrected. 
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Paul, when he writes to the Galatians, *'0 foolish GaladanSi 
who hath betoitched you," uses the language of a heliever in witch<- 
craft, and might seem to sanction an erroneous notion almost uni^ 
versa] in his time. 

As to the passage in Phillippians, my friend's interpretation will 
carry him too far. We cannot suppose that when the apostle di- 
rected tho^e to whom he wrote to possess ths same mind as was in 
Christ, tfiat he would make the case of Christ analagous to ours. 
Christ was in the form of God, and thought it not robbery to be 
equal with Qod. Can we possibly suppose that the apostle would 
have us take the form of God, or assume an equality with God I 
What he meant was, that we were to possess the same humility, 
and the same confidence in God, that Christ did. I still main- 
tain that there is no analogy between Christ's case and ours. For 
it was necessary that Christ should be upheld by God, and kept 
from falling, in a manner not granted to us, in order that he might 
leave us a perfect example. . Had he been weak as we are, he 
would have fallen as we do, and could not have left us a perfect 
example. He had the spirit without measure, we have it witn mea- 
sure; he had power over all things, we have not. All this shows 
there is no analogy between his case and ours. 

My friend thinks Christ must have received the name spoken of 
in this passage, in another world. But in another text we are told 
that the great name he was to receive was ''under heaven and a* 
mong men." His reward then was here. Without any irreverence, 
or without intimating that Christ was not infinitely greater,— we 
may illustrate this passage by the case of Washington. Washing- 
ton served his country, and he was rewarded with praises and 
fame. So this "name above every name;" received by Christ 
may well refer to his glory in the church through all ages. 

As to the passage from Hebrews, it may be observed that the 
apostle compares himself to a racer at the Olympic Games; and 
it may be explained exactly like the previous one. "The crown*' 
he speaks of, was a crown of reputation and glory. 

In replying to. my remarks on the passage in Matthew respect- 
ing " laying up treasures in heaven," my friend has seemed to im- 
ply, that I understood this of mere temporal, earthly treasures. I 
said no such thing. These treasures were to be laid up here, in 
this life, but they were not carnal or earthly, but spiritual. The 
kingdom of heaven, though in this world, is not of this world, and 
its treasures are not of this world. They are marcU treasures ; such 
treasures as can alone secure our happiness, which mere riches and 
sensual indulgencies cannot do. it is written, " great is your re- 
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ward in heaven,"—- great is, not great is going to Je, evidently ap- 
plying to this life, and that Heaven is something here. 

But my friend says " flesh and blood" cannot inherit it. Very 
true, " flesh and blood" cannot inherit it, for this very reason that 
it is something moral and spiritual, and therefore flesh and blood 
have nothing to do with it. The kingdom of heaven comes not 
with observation, it consists not in meats and drinks, but in peace, 
righteousness and joy in the Holy Ghost — all which, my friend will 
allow may be enjoyed here in this life. 

It is urged, because there are rewards and punishments here, we 
may expect a retribution in another life. But we are punished 
here for what we do here, not for what we have done in a previous 
state of existence. To make this arguqnent good it would be ne- 
cessary to revive the old doctrine of the transmigration of souls, 
and hold that men are pimished in this life, for what they have done 
in a previous existence. 

My friend has reuiarked upon what I said as to the expectation of 
reward not being a ground of action worthy of Christ. My doctrine 
on that point is 2iis; love to God and love of our neighbor are the 
grand motives, and should be the grand inducements to virtuous 
actions. It is very true, that virtue carries with it its own reward ; 
but this subsequent fruit of viritue is by no means to be brought 
forward and substituted as the principal motive of action in the 
place of that greater and higher motive above mentioned. 



Ballou. My friend says it is not incumbent on. him to prove 
negatively that the doctrine of future retribution is not contained in 
the Scriptures. I agree that it is not ; and I was not aware that 
I had called upon him to do so. But if I adduce, as I have done, 
twenty texts, which according to their plain and obvious meaning, 
prove the doctrine of future rewards, I consider him bound to 
show that this is not their meaning, and that they are capable of 
. some other rational interpretation. 

It appears to me that the view presented by my friend of the 
conduct of Christ is not satisfactory. He says that the idea of fu- 
ture rewards and punishments was a heathen notion incoporated by 
the Pharisees into their creed. He allows, at the same time, that 
Christ in his sermons and discourses, used language and expi'es* 
dions, which must have been understood by the Jews to counte- 
nance their belief in this '^ heathen notion^^^ and he attempts to a- 
pologize for Christ's conduct in this particular. But as he has 
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represented the case, how does it admit of any apology? Is it con- 
sistent with common honesty ? If it be, how happens it that Univer- 
salist ministers of tlie present day, do not imitate his example. 
Why do they expend so much labor on tliis point to explode 
€rror and establish truth ? Is it necessary for them to be more 
wise, honest and faithful than their divine master ? 

The imputation upon Paul of countenancing the belief in witch- 
craft, because he uses the expression — ^' O foolish Galatians, who 
hath bemtched you," is utterly unjust ; since the word is obviously used 
in a very common figurative sense, and does not convey the slight- 
est implication that supposed witches had been operating on the 
Galatians. 

' To recur to the passage in Phillippians. When the apostle ex- 
horted his brethren to have the same mind that was in Christ, 
there is no necessity whatever ofinvolving the absurdities pretended 
by my friend. By " mind** must be understood disposition ; and 
the plain sense of the exhortation is, not to assume an equality with 
God, but to imitate Chrisi's obedience, humility, faith and benevo- 
lence. 

My friend takes no notice of those texts to which I particularly 
directed his attention, as proving an analogy between Christ's con- 
dition and ours ; I mean those in Hebrews which say '' it behoved 
him to be made in all things like unto his brethren ;" and he '' was 
tempted in all points^* as we are. Why this silence ? he seems to 
contradict himself on this point. He maintains that there is no 
analogy between Christ and us, because Christ was sustained 
tiirough life by a divine power, in order, that he might furnish us 
a perfect example. But if there is no analogy between Christ and 
us, how can he be our example ? And if he was supported through- 
out by an omnipotent, supernatural power, and thus virtually ne- 
cessitated to live a perfectly holy life, what encouragement does 
this hold out to us \vho receive no such support ? 

As to the name that Christ was to receive, my opponent says 
that it was to be received Aere, and quotes the passage — (Acts \y. 
12,) '* There is none other name given under heaven and among 
men whereby we must be saved." What this text has to do with 
the subject, 1 cannot discern. But according to his doctrine, " Aeo- 
ven^'is here on earth. Where then, by his own showing, could 
this name be received, which was under " heaven ?" If received 
under heaven, must not heaven be above ? Let him inform us. 

My opponent insists that there is no analogy between Christ and 
man, yet in contradiction to this position, he illustrates his notions 
by pleading an analogy between Christ and Washington^ This 
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analogy, howtver, is not very satisfactory. Washington might b^ 
said to receive his reward in this world in the success of his great 
enterprise — in the admiration of his fellow-citizens and the contem- 
plation of the Vast good be had been instrumental in securing to a 
nation. He lived, indeed, to see this work of his country's salva- 
tion accomplished. Not so Christ. He died in ignominy — ^the 
salvation of the human race still a distant future event, to be accom- 
plished in the dispensation of the fulness of times ; and even that fame 
and glory in the church of which my friend speaks had not yet been 
attained. How then can he be said to have received his reward 
in this world ? If we suf^ose that in another world, joy an^ happi- 
ness are experienced in the contemplation of great and good deeds 
J)erformed Aere, this is neither more nor iess than the doctrine of 
uture rewards for which I am contending. 

In commenting on the passage in Matthew, relative to laying up 
treasures in heaven, my friend still insists that the expectation of re- 
ward was a motive unworthy of Chri$t, and not fit to be made the 
basis of action. Yet is not this same motive relied upon and held 
forth by Universalists ? Do they not tell you that if you do well in 
this world, in this world you shall surely be rewarded ? Is not this 
expectation of reward the very motive on which they insist ? And 
where is the difference, whether this reward be here or hereafter? 
For my part, I am satisfied that it is only on our own account, that 
the Creator would have us be virtuous. He asks us to be so, not 
for his sake, but for our own ; and motives of this sort seem to me 
a perfectly rational ground of human action. 

When my friend says the argument, that rewards and pun- 
ishments in this world analogically prove a state of future retribu- 
tion, involves the doctrine of the transmigration of souls, he mis- 
takes the true application of the argument, ^e insists that a future 
life is the '^ free gift of God ;" and, therefore, that it admits of no re- 
wards and punishments. But is not the present life the " free gift of 
God ?" And such being the case, if rewards and punishments take 
place here, why may we not expect them hereafter ? 

I would remark concerning the text — " flesh and blood cannot in- 
herit the kingdom of God," which my friend says is not inconsist- 
ent with his doctrine that this kingdom exists here on earth in the 
heavenly dispositions and feelings of the good,-— that this passage 
is quoted from a connexion (1 Cor. xv.) understood by the Uni- 
versahsts as well as others, to apply to a future state of exist- 
ence. Now if all the preceding and succeeding verses relate to 
the future life, how happens it that this particular text can be ex-* 
plamed as relatbg to the present life ? 
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Let me remark, in conclusion, that out of the large number of 
texts quoted by me at the outset, my friend has explained but three 
or four. Whether his explanations of these are satisfactory, you 
can judge. 



Smith. My friend accuses me of impeaching the honesty of 
Christ, by allowing that in his discourses he used terms and ex- 
pressions which might appear to his hearers to countenance an opin- 
ion, which I denounce as a heathen notion. 

Christ did this out of accommodation to the weakness and ig- 
rorance of the times. In like manner he said to his disciples,! have 
many things to tell you, but ye cannot bear them now. He accom- 
modated himself to their weakness, and the darkness of the times. 
They were not yet able to bear them. 

However, Christ did lay down principles, wcid inculcate doctrines 
from which can be drawn a complete refutation of this heathen no- 
tion of the Pharisees, as well as of a great number of false opinions 
which they entertained ; and this was all that in the circumstance 
of the case he thought fit to do. But let us try how his own mode 
of reasoning will affect my opponent. If honesty demands such 
explicit and open avowals, and the apostles really believed iu this 
doctrine of future rewards and punishments, why have they not 
said so? Why did they not preach as my friend preaches? Why 
have they not somewhere recorded a plain, clear, explicit avowal 
of this opinion? and why does not my friend produce from their 
writings, some such passages. Now if the apostles were honest 
men, and if they believed this doctrine of his, some such passages 
can be easily found. 

In referring to 1 Cor. xv. my friend has spoken of the applica- 
tion made by Universalists of that chapter. Now what Universa- 
lists do is one thing, and what I do is another. I do not stand 
here to represent the sect, but as a single individual. True, there 
is a certain community of feeling among us ; yet, like other sects ; 
like that to which the gentleman himself belongs — we sometimes 
differ m opinion. I am not their representative ; and as they are 
not bound by my opinions, neither am I bound by theirs, nor by 
the particular application they may have made of that passage. 
And let me observe that although we cannot inherit immortality, 
here below— or to use the words of that chapter — "corruption can- 
not inherit incorruption"-^yet certainly we can enjoy the kingdom 
of heaven, here ; that is, inwardly and spiritually. 

My comparison between Christ and Washington has been se- 
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verely attacked, but I think oot successfully. The case of Moses 
will equally answer my purpose, and perhaps is a more appropriate 
comparison. He was the Savior of his nation, and received his 
reward in the honors and reputation which he ever enjoyed among 
the Jews as their leader, prophet and law-giver. I do not mean 
that the parallel is perfect. Moses received the spirit with mea- 
sure, Christ received it without measure, and was in all other re- 
spects far more exalted ; but it will serve to show what is meant by 
Christ's receiving a name, above every name. 

My friend complains that I have not noticed all his texts. It is 
true I have not, and I have already given the reason. As I have 
sajd before, they all refer to the same subject, and they all admit of 
a similar explanation. It would only be going over the same 
ground again and again. But to gratify my friend, — ^if he will 
pick out the text which he thinks the hardest of the whole, I will 
undertake to explain it to his satisfaction. 

The text quoted by my friend from Luke xiv. 12 — 14, is con- 
sidered one of the most difficult to reconcile with my doctrine. It 
IS as follows — ^' When thou makest a feast, call not thy friends nor 
thy brethren, neither thy kmsmen, nor thy rich neighbors, lest they 
also bid thee again dhd a reci^mpense be made to thee. But when 
thou makest a feast call the poor, the maimed, the lame, the blind ; 
and thou shalt be blessed ; for they cannot recompense thee : for 
thw ^udt be recompensed at the resurrection of the just.^^ 

It is obvious that all the difficulty in this passage is in the words, 
"resurrection of the just." Now these words evidently cannot re- 
fer to the general resurrection, else why the qualifying words — " of 
the just ?" It is not " at the general resurrection, but " at the re- 
surrection ofthejusf^ that the recompense spoken of is to be recei- 
ved. What then is meant by the resurrection of the just ? We are 
to consider, that in this parable, Christ intended to rebuke the Phar- 
isees who were unwilling to do any thing unless with the hope of 
some reward, and who therefore confined their good offices to the 
rich and powerful. By consulting the lexicons we find that the 
Greek word, translated here and else where in the New Testa- 
ment resurrection^ means sometimes, rising from darkness to light, 
or from' obscurity to eminence. By giving this sense to the word, 
in the passage above, the whole is rendered perfectly plain. Christ 
intended to be understood that in the course of time, and the order 
of Providence, those poor people whom they might entertain, would 
be raised from the obscurity of their present condition, and would 
fully recompense the favors they might have received in the times 
of their lowliness. Such is the plain and obvious meaning of this 
text which, when properly understood, cannot be consioered as 
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having any reference to that doctrine of future rewards and pun* 
ishments which is held by my friend. 



Ballou. My friend states, that ahhough Christ occasionally used 
language that might seem to countenance the Pharisees in the doc- 
trine they had adopted of a future retribution, yet that he laid down 
principles, by means of which this fabe notion may be entirely re- 
futed. If such were the case, I shaU expect my friend to adduce 
some texijundamentcdly repugnant to the doctrine in question, and 
upon which, a refutation of it, can be clearly and satisfactorily 
grounded. 

My friend inquires, if the apostles believed this doctrine of future 
retribution, why they have not said so ? Why they did not preach as- 
I preach i This is begging tiie question. The very question we 
are discussing is, whether me apostle^ taught what I preach ? Have 
I not adduced twenty texts in which this very doctrine is inculca^ 
ted ? and how many of these texts has my opponent succeeded io 
explaining away ? 

His vindication of his comparison between Christ and Washing- 
ton, which he has now fortified by adding Moses, does not in the 
slightest degree touch my objection. I pointed out this discrepan- 
cy,-— my opponent denied that there was any analog between 
Christ and men, and then very inconsistently proceeded forthwith 
to pomt out an analogy between Christ and Washington. Has he 
explained this discrepancy ? 

My friend's remarks on 1 Cor. xv. are worthy of notice. 
The chapter has been hitherto regarded as the sheet anchor of 
Universalism ; — ^their great reliance. for proving the doctrine of a 
final immortal state of glory for all men. Certainly my friend is 
not bound by the use which his brethren have made of it. He is 
at liberQr to understand it as he pleases, but if he explains this 
chapter away, and applies it to the present life, I should like to 
know how he will prove that there is any future life? or if this 
chapter does refer to a future state of existence, I should like to 
know why that single isolated text, ''flesh and blood shall not 
inherit the kmgdom of Grod** — b to be explained as referring to this 
world. 

The gentleman seems to think very lightly of the twenty texts which 
I adduced at the beginning of this discussion, and to consider that 
he has answered the whole already. For my part, I wish he would 
answer on€ satisfactorily, and not slide into conclusions and leave things 
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at loose ends. JBut should he answer nineteen 'texts, yet leare 
the twentieth unexplained, I could not be satisfied. Would it satisfy 

you ? ^ . . ' . 

Let us briefly examine my friend's ' exposition of the text in 
Luke. Christ, according to his opinion, was aiming a blow at the 
Pharisees, whose only motive for doing good was the hope of reward, 
and who would act only where some such hope was presented ; and the 
exhortation through which he inculcated more exalted motives of 
action was substantially as follows : *' When ye make a feast, invito 
not your friends and neighbors^ neither the rich and powerful of 
your acquaintance, for they will bid you again, and a recompense 
will be made you ; but invite the poor, the Iriendless and the needy, 
who cannot now reward you, but who will amply repay you when in 
the course of events they shall have been raised from obscurity to 
eminence. Yes, when those poor shall have grown rich and pow- 
erful, they will recompense you abundandy." Now is this consist- 
ent with itself? Christ wished to inculcate pure benevolence, and 
therefore said — "give not to those who will repay you to-morrow, 
but to those who will repay you at some more distant future time.'^ 
If they were to be repayed, now was their benevolence so much im-^ 
proved i If the hope of a reward is so unworthy a motive, as the 
gendeman has affirmed, what difference does it make whether the 
reward comes to*morrow or twenty years hence ? 

This is the explanation which the gendeman says is perfectly 
plain. Now I choose to understand the text as it means. " Give 
npt to those who can return the favor here, in this world, but give 
to those who cannot recompense you; and ye shall be recompensed 
at the resurrection of the just." In thus understanding the text, I 
do not rely upon the word resurrection, but on the general sense 
of the passage. The question is not, what may the word translated 
resurrection mean, but what does it mean? And if my friend 
insists upon giving a new translation, let him at least show that bis 
interpretation maks tolerable sense of the passage. 



S^iTH. My opponent insists that if as I maintain, the belief in 
a future retribution was a heathen notion, adopted by the Pharisees 
and if Christ, though he did not think proper especially to contra- 
dict and explode this false doctrine — y<et laid down principles on 
which could be founded a complete refutation of it~I should show 
where, and how he laid down such principles* 

Now I show it in this way. It is not pretended that this doctrine 
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is contained in the Old Testament, As however the Pharisees 
held it, it must have been one of those traditions of the elders, so 
often mentioned, which the Pharisees, the religious leaders of the 
Jews had borrowed from the philosophy or religion of the heathen 
nations and adopted into their own creed. If Christ condemned 
these traditions of the Pharisees, he, must at the same time have 
condemned this particular doctrine of a future retribution, which was 
one of those traditions. Now did he not, on a great number of oc- 
casions, command his disciples to beware of the doctrines and tra-> 
ditionsof the Pharisees ? The 16th chap, of Matt. 6. 7. *^Take 
heed and beware of the leaven of the Pharisees and Sadducees " 
may serve as one instance out of many, and the passage quoted by 
our Savior, Mark vii. 7. " In vain do they worship me, teaching 
for doctrines the commandments of men." If, then, the disciples 
were to take heed of the doctrine of the Pharisees, certainly tney 
were to take heed of this doctrine among the rest. 

Besides, Christ himself inculcated temporal rewards. " CSve" 
said he, " and it shall be given unto you ; good measure, pressed 
down, and shaken together, and running over shall men give into 
your bosom." Where? why, evidently in this world. Jnfen shall 
give unto you, and if men give where can they give but here ? 
Again, "the merciful shall obtain mercy" and many other passa- 
ges of a similar purport. In inculcating this doctrine of a present 
retribution, Christ agreed exactly with the prophets and writers of 
the Old Testament, particularlv with Isaiah, as you will find by re- 
curring to his writings. So far from contradicting the doctrines 
taught by these prophets, he confirmed .them in every particular, 
especially the doctrine of present rewards, taught in rroverbs xi. 
21, — ^« Behold the righteous shall be recompensed in the earthy 
much more the wicked ancf the sinner." Here the recompense is to 
be in the earth. It is not put off to another Kfe. 

As to what I have said that Christ differed from us in being up- 
held and sustained throughout by G6d, that does not prevent him 
from being an example to us. It may prevent us from imitating 
him exacdy, but not from imitating him to a certain degree, ac- 
cording to the measure of our ability. In the same way, we are 
commanded by Christ, to imitate our Father in heaven, who send- 
eth raip upon the just and the unjust, &c. But to strengthen 
ray position of the want of analogy between Christ's case and ours> 
I suppose the gentleman will not pretend that Christ, however he 
might have been rewarded, was in the slightest degree exposed to 
punishment. 
My friend ridicules my interpretation of the passage in Luke, 

4 
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concerning the resurrection of the just. The object of the Savior 
in that discourse, was to inculcate charity and philanthropy, and 
what I said concerning the Pharisees was, that the Savior auticipa^ 
ted an objection from them, who were always looking for a reward, 
to the cobrse which he recommended. He informed them, there- 
fore, that however poor, miserable and powerless the objects of 
their charity might now be, in the course of time, in the order of 
providence, in the resurrection of the just, when they became rais- 
ed to eminence and power, they would fully repay all the good offi- 
ces which had been done to them. And this was in accordance 
with the maxim — '' Cast thy bread upon the waters and it shall re- 
turn to thee after many days." • 

The gentleman chooses to ridicule this interpretation, and for a 
very good reason. He cannot answer it in any other manner. 
Ridicule does very well, where argument isnottobe had. This is 
not the fipst time I have seen it used, and applied to the Universalists. 

{Mr. Smith here read an extract from Whitman's Friendly Let- 
ters to a Universalist.] 

Instead of indulging in ridicule,! must beg ray opponent to keep to 
the question in debate. As I have now answered all that he has 
alleged, I will improve the remainder of my half hour, in stating a gen- 
eral argument for the truth of my doctrine. We are informed in 
Romans, v. 15, 16, that the future life is the free gift of God. If 
such is the case, if it is the free gift of God, how can it possibly 
have any thing to do with this life, or be in any way whatever con- 
nected with it? If you would connect the life to come with the 
present life, you must show that it is in all respects like the present 
life, which no one, I believe will undertake to do. 

Now as to the future life, I suppose it will be admitted, that no • 
on6 merits that. No one merits the blessings he enjoys here, much 
less can he hope to merit eternal salvation. Now if tliisis the case, 
if no one merits eternal life, how can he receive it as a reward for 
his deeds in this life? It is not given as a reward, but as the free 
gift of God, and is therefore given to all alike. 



Ballou. I must appeal to the audience whether I am guil- 
ty of the heavy charge which my friend has brought against me, 
of substituting ridicule for argument. I may have endeavoured to 
point out the inconsistencies of my opponent s interpretation, and to 
show that it could not possibly be reconciled with itself, or with the 
general sense of the passage. But this is not ridicule. It is the 
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only way of detecting and exposing a false interpretation. Let my 
opponent do the same thing by me ; let him treat ray interpretations 
IB the same manner, I shall not accuse him of substituting ridicule 
for argument. 

In his argument concerning the traditions of the Pharisees, my 
opponent takes for granted that I admit, that the doctrine of a fu- 
ture retribution is not contained in the Old Testament. Now I wish 
it to be distinctly understood, that I make no such admission. I 
have said nothing concerning the question whether the Old Testa- 
ment teaches this doctrine ; nor have I thought k lAecessary to intro- 
duce that topic into the present discussion. 

My argument is that the Jews in our Savior's time, except a 
small sceptical sect, the Sadducees universally believed in this doc- 
trine of future retribution. Christ used language which must 
have been understood as confirmatory of this doctrine. Can we 
then, without impeaching Christ's honesty, suppose that he meant 
to teach one wholly opposed to it? But, says the gentleman, 
Christ warned his disciples to beware of the traditions of the Phar- 
isees ; this doctrine was one of those traditions, therefore, Christ 
warned his disciples to beware of it. Now because the Pharisees 
held this doctrine, must it be set down as one of the traditions 
which they derived from the heathen ? They believed also in one 
God and in a future state ; because the Pharisees held these doc- 
trines, are they to be classed with their heathen traditions ? 

My friend has adduced a number of texts t6 prove rewards in 
this life. Let me remark, that if, as he maintains, Christ intended to 
discourage that mercenary 'notion of rewards, which the Pharisees 
had derived from the heathen — ^it is rather singular he should set 
about inculcating rewards in this • life. Let it, however, be observ- 
ed, that I do not deny rewards and punishments in this life, but ad- 
mit, as I stated at the opening of this discussion, all the retribution 
visible in human experience. As to the text from Proverbs — "Be- 
hold the righteous shall be recompensed in the earth much more 
the vacked and the sinner" — my opponent is no doubt aware that 
Peter in his 1st epistle, chap. iv. 18, quotes this same passage from 
the Septuagint or Greek translation of the Hebrew Scriptures, where 
it is thus rendered — "Aiid if the righteous scarcely be saved, where 
shall the ungodly and sinner appear ?" 

I wish also to state that a literal translation of this text, according 
to the order of the original Hebrew words, is as follows:-— "Be- 
hold the righteous in the earth, he shall be recompensed--4md 
surely the wicked and sinner." According to this translation we 
perceive that the real sentiment of the text is, not that the righteous 
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and wicked shall certainly receive a full recompense in the earthy 
but simply that tlie righteous and wicked in the earth, whoever or 
wherever they may be, shall sooner or later receive a just recom- 
pense. This is precisely the doctrine which I believe. This text, 
therefore, on which ray opponent and his breihren lay so much 
6tress, proves nothing to his purpose. It is every way perfectly 
consistent with the doctrine of future retribution. 

In arguing concerning the analogy btween Christ and mankind, 
my friend tells you I shall admit that Christ was not exposed to pun- 
ishment. How does he know I shall admit this ? True, as Christ 
never sinned he was in no danger of punishment, but who is prepar- 
ed to say, that if he had sbned — if he had failed, when he was 
tempted, he would have escaped punishment ? 

With respect to his interpretation of the passage in Luke, 
you will see that according to his view of it, the doctrine Christ 
taught was this — '^ Do good and be charitable — ^not that you may 
be rewarded immediately, but that you may be rewarded some 
time hence, wh6n the objects of your charity grow rich and able." 
Now how does this agree with my friend's doctrine, that we get it all 
as we go along ? And if he finds it so convenient in particular cases to 
put off the recompense for many days, why is he so very careful to 
confine it all to this life ? If the reward can be put off for many 
years, even to the end, almost of this life, why may it not be de- 
lerred till the commencement of the next ? 

I agree "witli the gentleman, that we ought to confine ourselves to 
the question. You can judge whether he or I has failed most in this 
particular. He has yet favored us witli the explanation of ^ut very 
few of the numerous texts which I quoted in the beginning of this 
discussion. In order that he may take up some of those which he 
has not yet examined I give him place. 



Smith. My opponent inquires of me, how I discover that the 
doctrine of future retribution for the deeds done in this life, was one 
of those traditions of the Pharisees, borrowed from the heathen re- 
ligion and philosophy ; and of which Christ warned his disciples to 
beware ; and he asks if the doctrine of one God, also taught by the 
Pharisees, and the doctrine of future life also taught hy them, were 
among these traditions of which we are to take heed ? 

Now the belief in one God is taught fully and clearlv in all parts 
of the Old Testament, and this is the source whence the Pharisees 
derived it^— it is not therefore to be regarded as one of their tradi- 
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tions. The doctrine of the resurrection is also derived from the 
Old Testament. For Christ, when he reasoned with the Saddu* 
cees who denied this doctrine, in order to refute tliem arew argu- 
ments from that source, as will be seen by referring to Matt. xxii. 
23 — 33. The 'Same doctrine will be found in the [irophecy of 
Isaiah. We know the origin then of these doctrines. The Phar- 
isees took them from the Old Testament. But tliis doctrine of a 
future retribution for the deeds done in this life, we cannot 
find in the Old Testament, but we find the Jewish scriptures teach- 
ing an exactly contrary doctrine, namely, retribution in tiie present 
life. It is therefore fair to conclude, since the Pharisees could iiot 
have found this doctrine of a retribution hereafter, in tlie scriptures 
of the Old Testament, that they borrowed it from their lieathen 
neighbors, and that it was one of the traditions wliich Christ con- 
demned. 

Now, as to the argument, that Cbristdid not expressly refute and 
denounce this docurine in particular — ^it must be recollected, that he 
did not come to expound or explain the traditions of the Pharisees. 
His mission was to explain the law and the prophets, and having 
done this, it was enough for him to lay down such general princi«- 
ples as will suffice to refute all the false doctrines which prevailed 
in those times. To have taken them up one by one, would liave 
been an endless and superfluous labour. 

My opponent, it seems, allows that there is some retribution here 
in this world. But how does he get over the text which I quoted 
from Proverbs? Why, he proposes anew translation. I obseiTe 
that Hammandj in his commentary on this passage, gives the origi- 
nal Hebrew words, but I do not find that he proposes any new 
translation. Now this is a very easy way to get along indeed ! and no 
doubt if I will let my friend translate to suit himself, he can prove 
almost any doctrine he pleases. However, to grant him this liber- 
ty for once, I do not see how his translation alters the sense, or 
what mighty difference it makes whether we read '* the lighteous 
in the earth shall be recompensed," or '' tlie righteous shall be re- 
compensed in the earth." Here is a Bible sentiment expressed in 
Bible language. It is the doctrine of present retribution, as I hold 
it. If my opponent's docti'ine of a future retribution, is a Bible doc- 
trine, that too will be somewhere expressed in Bible language, and 
he will be able to produce some text exactly to the point. 

My friend inquires if we have our reward as we go along, why 
speak of any retribution at all. Now I do not say that we have all 
our reward as we go along. Though there is a great and rich sat- 
isfaction in good actions at the very time we are performing them, 



30 

there are also certain fruits — ^certain necessary good consequences 
that flow from them, and often do not appear until a length of time 
has elapsed. Hence, the Scriptures speak of a virtuous life under 
the figure of strewing and gathering, sowing and reaping and the like. 
My opponent admits, that the Savior of the world was or 
might have been, exposed to punishment. I did not think he would 
do tliis, and I would ask if this does not detract from the dignity 
and glory of Christ's character ? And what a horrible idea, if he 
holds, with some of the gentleman's brethren, that Christ is God ! 
• The' doctrine of a present retribution is much more efficient to 
keep men in the path of duty, than the doctrine of a future punish- 
ment. The wicked fear the gallows much more than future dam- 
nation. They believe they can at any time repent, and go to hea- 
ven, and having taken up the false idea that sin is more pleasurable 
than virtue, they resolve to goon sinning, but to take care and repent 
at last, and so escape the consequences of their transgressions. But 
it would be impossible for them to proceed in this way, if they were 
impressed with the truth, that their wicked actions carried with 
tliem certain inevitable and disastrous consequences in this life, 
which tliey could not by any means escape. 

With respect to the passage in Corinthians referred to in the 
forenoon — the kingdom of heaven though it is an immortal king- 
dom, and in that sense, not existing on ihe earth, yet as it is declared 
to be peace, righteousness and joy in the Holy Ghost, it certainly 
is enjoyed here on this earth. - To be sure, it is not enjoyed as an 
external kingdom. Being a spiritual kingdom it is enjoyed spiritu- 
ally ; and that which is commenced here on earth, is perfected at 
the resurrection ancl brought to an entire completion. 



BALLOtJ. I wish to confine myself as closely as possible^ to tlie 
question. My opponent during his last discourse, did not accept 
the invitation 1 gave him to take into consideration, the texts, quo- 
ted at the commencement of this discussion, few of which he has yet 
noticed. I will therefore content myself with bringing forward the 
next in order, and shall be glad to hear what jnterpretation he puts 
upon it. 

The text is Matt. xix. 27 — ^28.™ ••' Then answered Peter and 
said unto him. Behold we have forsaken all and followed thee : 
what shall we have therefore ? And Jesus said unto them ; verily I 
say unto you, that ye which have followed me in the regeneration, 
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when the -Son of Man shall sit in the throne of his glory, ye shaH 
also sit upon twelve thrones judging the twelve tribes of Israel." 
I await the gentleman's explanation. 



Smith. I am obliged to my opponent, for the favour of going on. 
Nothing is more agreeable to me than to declare and explain the 
truth ; and I advance with confidence to the explanations be re« 
quires of me. 

To unders'.and the passage he has now cited, it is necessary to 
attend to the context. A young man came to Christ, and inquir- 
ed of him, what he should do to inherit eternal life. Christ bade 
him keep the commandments. This he declared he had done from 
bis youtli upwards. Then Christ said to him, as a test of his sin- 
cerity, — sell all thou hast, and distribute it to the poor, and come and 
follow me, and thou shalt have treasure in heaven. But the young 
man went away sorrowful, for he had much riches. Then follows 
the passage in question. Peter asks what reward the apostles 
should have, who had given up all, and followed Christ ; to which 
Jesus answers, that when the Son of man shall sit on the throne of 
his glory, they shall sit on twelve thrones judging the twelve tribes 
of Israel. Now I ask, in the first place, what is there said here, 
about a future life ; and what reason is there to suppose that the 
passage does not refer to this life ? According to Macknight and 
other commentators, judging is used in the scriptures in the sense 
of ruling, thus Jepthah is said to have judged, that is ruled Israel. 
What was intended here by the a{)ostles sitting on twelve thrones 
and judging the twelve tribes was, that they should rule in the 
church, and enjoy the dignity, reputation and authority there, which 
it is well known they did. The passage contains nothing that 
can be properly applied to a future state. 



Ballou. According to this explanation it would seem that the 
hope of rewards is not after all so very low and mean a motive as 
the gentleman has thought proper to represent. By the sitting on 
twelve thrones, we are told is to be understood, that the apostles 
should rule in the church. Who ever before heard that the apos- 
tle's during their lifetime ruled in the church over the twelve tribes 
of Israel ? But if so, when was it to take place ? ** When the Son 
of man should sit in the throne of his glory." From the gentleman's 
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present position I suspect he will have to assume the groand occa*' 
pied by his brethren generally, and according to their exposition of 
the 1 6th and 25th chapters of Matthew, insist that Christ's coming ta 
sit on the throne of his glory took place about the time of the des- 
truction of Jerusalem. Did the apostles then sit on the twelve 
promised thrones ? To settle this question it is necessary only to 
state the historical fact, that they were then all dead but John. 

In order to keep my friend employed I will repeat the next 
text, quoted in my introduction, viz. John xii. 25—-" He that loveth 
his life shall loose it ; and he that bateth his life in this world shall 
keep it unto life eternal." 



Smith. I cannot see the benring of that text upon the point in 
controversy. And it is as difficult to explain it, upon my oppo-^ 
nent's principles as upon mine. All men must die, that is plain ; 
how then can he explain the passage, " keep it unto life eternal ?" 



Ballou. I find no difficulty in explaining this text. Its plafn 
sense is this: — he who prefers present indulgence to duty, and would 
sacrifice his conscience to save his life, shall thereby loose the very 
good he seeks. He shall expose himself to a worse than tempo- 
ral deaih — a state of future condemnation and misery. But he 
who prefers duty with all its dangers and difficulties to every mere 
earthly good — who chooses to die a martyr rather than violate his- 
conscience, shall thereby secure to himself the enjoyment of a life 
infinitely more desirable than the present — life eternal, the blessed- 
.ness of the faithful in heaven. But according to my opponent's, 
define, the devoted martyr who dies for the sake of principle and 
duty, no more keeps his life unto " life eternal," than the most un- 
principled traitor to all good. This, in my opinion entirely destroys 
the sentiment our Savior intended to enforce, and discourages alt 
devotion to principle not founded on presumption of present profit. 



Smith. This passage then, according to my friend's interpreta- 
tion would seem to teach the doctrine of the annihilation of the 
wicked ; a belief which has been held by some, but which I be- 
lieve my friend does not entertain. 
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As to the time of Cbrisl's sitting on his throne, I maintain it was 
at his resurrection, that he sat on the throne of his glory. 

Ballot;. My opponent now says that Christ's sitting on the throne 
of his glory, mentioned in Matthew chapters 16th and 25th was at 
his resurrection. Will he proceed to show how it is true, that 
at his resurrection, more than at any other time, Christ rewarded 
mankind according to their deeds ? Will he tell us how the apostles 
at that resurrection sat with Christ on the promised thrones ? As 
to the text from John, I am not driven, as the gentleman strangely 
supposes, to hold the doctrine of the annihilation of the wicked. I 
have expressed no such sentiment. When it is said, — ^'he that 
loveth his life shall loose it," th's strong expression is intended to 
signify, as I before stated, that hes hould suffer a worse than tempo- 
ral death — future cond?mnation and misery. But according to my 
friend's doctrine, whether we love our lives or not — ^whether we do 
well or ill — so far as respects the future state, it cannot make the 
least difference. 

I now repeat the next unnoticed text ; viz. 2 Tim. iv. 6—8, — 
" For I am now ready to be offered, and the time of my departure 
is at hand. I have fought a good fight, I have finished my course,, 
I have kept the faith : Henceforth there is laid up for me a crown 
of righteousness, which the Lord, the righteous Judge> shall give 
unto me at that day : and not to me only, but unto ail them also 
that love his appearing." 

Smith. In replying to my friend, there are several things that 
need to be distinctly stated. Christ, as he himself says, "came 
into the world for judgment." This judgment he exercised as to 
the Jews, previous to the resurrection. After his resurrection, all 
nations received this judgment when he sat upon his throne. I m^y 
have quoted or referred to passages on this subject in a wrong con-^ 
nexion, but that does not affect my explanation of the passage ori^ 
ginally in dispute, the meanins; of which is sufficiendy clear. 

As to ^e passage from 2 Timothy — ^Paul alludes to the Olvmpic 
games, and represents himself as a racer, and God as the Judge, 
who confers on him a crown for having conquered in the race. 
Now the racers at those games obtained only fame and glory as their 
reward,' and of course the same was the reward, or crown, which 
the apostle obtained. He was to be remembered and celebrated 
m the ohufch through all future ages. 

As to the passage from John — ** He that keepetb his life/* he. 
5 
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If the gentleman can be allowed to alter Scripture and explain it 
to suit himself, it is very easy to sustain any cause. But this is a 
course which cannot be permitted on die present occasion. 



Wednesday i March I9th. 

Ballou. My friend closed yesterday, with an explanation of the 
passage in 2 Timothy, relative to the crown of righteousness which 
the apostle Paul said was laid up for him. This explanation I will 
proceed to examine. In order to obtain a proper understanding of 
this passage, let us consider the circumstances under which it was 
written. It was written from Rome, when Paul was brought before 
Nero tlie second time, and just previous to liis martyrdom. He 
had fiajjshed his course, and was ready to be offered up. He fore- 
saw that he was about to suffer a cruel death ; and in view of this 
death, contemplated the crown laid up for him, which the Lord, 
the righteous Judge, should give him at that day. How could that 
crown have been received by Paul in this world? He had already 
finished his course; he was about to be offered up; but he had not 
yet obtained the crown ; it was laid up for him. Laid up where ? 
Certainly not in this world. My opponent tells you it was a crown 
of glory and renown in the church through all future ages. It is 
true that glory and renown have attended the aposde's name ; but 
was this an expectation likely to actuate his mind at such a mo- 
ment? Can we suppose that the crown of righteousness laid up for 
Paul was only glorj'^ and renown in the church on earth ? But if 
so, how does this reward of future fame correspond with the notion 
that every man is fully rewarded as he goes along ? Besides, if the 
apostle's crown was fame and reputation in the church through all 
future ages, was it not strictly a reward after death ? This is the 
very doctrine which the gentleman so strenuously opposes. He 
has reasoned direcdy against himself. 

But can we believe that Paul would have spoken as he did in view 
of his approaching martyrdom, had he believed like Universalists 
that he had nothing better to expect after death at the hand of the 
righteous Judge, than the most faithless, abandoned and abomina- 
ble sinners — ^than Nero, that blood-thirsty tyrant at whoi^\)rder be 
was about to be led away to execution — ^that Nero who feasted his 
eyes on the burning bodies of Christians flying in agony through the 
sueets covered with flaming combustibles — diat Nero, who over- 
loaded with the most atrocious crimes finally died by^ his own 
hand ! Who can believe any such thing ? 

We are told that the apostle refers to the Olympic games*, that 
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the racers at those games were rewarded with fame and renown; 
and, therefore, that Paul's crown must have been of the same de- 
scription. Now admitting that Paul did allude to those games, is 
there anything like common sense in this inference ? To what purpose 
are all such explanations? Paul himself has refuted this inference. 
He says — "They which run in a race, run all, but one receiveth 
the prize. So run that ye may obtain. Now they do it to obtain 
a corruptible crown ; but toe an incorruptible." [See 1 Cor. ir. 
24 — 27.] An incorruptible crown is not exactly of the same de- 
scription with a corruptible. 

That my friend may be amply provided with business, I re-quote 
two more texts. 2 Tim. ii. 11, 12 — " It is a faithful saying, if we 
be dead with him ; we shall also live with him ; if we sbffer, we 
shall also reign with him ; if we deny him, he also will deny us." 
Here it is said if we be dead with him, we shall also live with him. 
This evidently refers to the future state. This living with Christ 
was to be after death. 

Another. Heb. xi. 35. — " Others were tortured, not ac- 
cepting deliverance, that they might obtain a better resurrection." 
This quotation probably refers to an account given of the persecution 
of the Jews in 2 Maccabees 6th and 7th chapters. As some difficulty 
has been made about my quoting from tlie Apocrypha, I wish it 
distinctly remembered that I do not quote from that source as ca- 
nonical, but simply as historical authority, just as I would from Jo- 
sephus, or any other historian. From the chapters to which I have, 
referred, we learn that during a. most grievous persecution carried 
on by Antiochus Epiphanes, an offer was made to some of the em- 
inent Jews, that ii they would violate the Mosaic law, their lives 
should be spared, and the most distinguished favors conferred on 
them by the king. These offers they spumed with abhorrence — 
choosing rather to die than turn from their religion. Eleazer, at 
ninety years of age, was one of the first to offer himself on the altar 
of fidelity. "Though," said he, " for the present time I should be 
delivered from the punishment of men ; yet should I not escape the 
hand of the Almighty, neither alive nor dead." vi. 26." Thou 
like afuryi" said one of the seven brethren to the king, "takest us 
out of the present life, but the king of the world shall raise us up, 
who have died for his laws, unto everlasting life." " It is good," 
^aid another of those brethren, " being put to death by men, to 
look (or li|pe from God to be raised up again by him : as for thee 
[wicked kiiij] thou shah have no resurrection to life." vii. 9, 14. 

Let my Opponent now show what those devoted Jews could have 
expected, When they refused deliverance that they might bbtain a 
better resurrection. 
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Smith. I perceive that my friend is disposed to follow the same 
course to day, that he did yesterday, and to give me the laboring 
oar. But I shall not be so ready to accept it to day as I was yes- 
terday. It is not incuoibent on me to enter into a minute examin- 
ation and interpretation of every passage he sees fit to quote. It 
is his business to show conclusively, that the passages he brings for- 
ward do teach his doctrine of a retribution in a future life, for the 
deeds done here. It is enough for me to show that they do not re- 
fer to that doctrine. 

The gentleman will recollect that I have not said that we receive 
all our retribution as we go along. 1 explained that this retribu- 
tion was two-fold, consistitig partly, in the feelings t|iat attend 
the performance of an action, and partly in the consequences 
that ultimately spring from it. 

My friend has criticised my explanation of the passage from 
Timothy ; but he has not shown that it teaches the doctrine he 
holds. . The passages he quotes are perfectly familiar to me ; but 
it is one thuig to quote texts, and another to show that they teach a 
particular doctrine. The future state is not mentioned in that pas- 
sage. The gentleman says it is implied. So he might say that 
any thing else was implied. There is one thing to be considered. 
The gentleman represents Paul as finishing his course at death, and 
asks how, then, after finishing his course, could he receive a crown 
in. this life? But it appears frqm the apostle's own words, that he had 
already finished his course, at the time bf writing the epistle. Yet 
after having finished it, the apostle was still alive and able to enjoy 
his reward. This fact my friend takes care to keep out of sight. 

Besides, it must be recpUected that it is not enough for my 
friend to prove that this or that particular individual was rewarded 
after death. He must prove, according to the terms of the ques- 
tion, that all men are rewarded, and punished too. So if in this 
passage,<the crown which Paul was to receive, means a future state 
of felicity, on account of the apostle's good actions here, my friend 
inust show also that Paul was punished as well as rewarded. For Paul 
sinned as well as the rest of us; and if he is rewarded in a future life 
for his good deeds, by the same rule he ought to be punished for 
his transgressions. 

One would think from my friend's reasoning, that there was no 
such thing as satisfaction in doing well. And I suppose on this 
pomt he relies upon the text in 1 Cor. xv. 19. " If in this life only 
we have hope in Christ, we are of all men most miserable." But 
to satisfy him and you on this text I will read Hammond^s com- 
ment upon it. 



" And, indeed, if Christ were not risen, if all our hope in Christ 
halb been terminated with this hfe of his on earth, or if all the ad- 
vantages which we reap by Christ are those which we enjoy here, 
who are worse used than any other men, persecuted continually for 
our profession of Christ, it would then follow, that (as once the 
apostles deemed themselves upon his death, not knowing he was 
to rise again) so we Christians should be the most unhappy persons, 
the most proper objects of compassion, that at e in the world." 

Other orthodox commentators interpret the passage in the same 
way, in a manner entirely inconsistent with the interpretation usually 
given of this text from the pu^it. 

With regard to die passage cited by my friend from 2 Tim. ii. 
12. What is there in that text that refers to a future state ? Noth- 
ing at all. 

I should also like to be informed what the text quoted from He- 
brews xi. 35, has to do with this question. 

According to my friend's interpretration of it, the persons there men- 
tioned were to receive a better resurrection because they had been 
tortured. Just as though being tortured was a virtue ] I know 
that this notion has been maintained, and that many people have 
supposed that by making themselves miserable in this life, they 
were serving God, and providing a happy futurity ; but I did not 
suppose that my friend had adopted this antiquated notion. 

Let it also be observed, that the aposde does not say, these roeq 
should obtain a better resurrection ; he only says they expected it. 
But the question is not what they expected^ but how was the fact ? 
The Jews of that age might have entertained the notion that torture 
was a virtue. But suppose they did ? what has that to do with the 
present question ? My friend says it is incumbent on me to prove 
that this better resurrection does not refer to a future life. But it is 
not for me to prove a negative. Let him show, if he can, that it 
has any such reference. 

Let me make one other observation. According to the rules of 
our debate, he ought not to expect to have the last word. He 
should give his explanation of a text, and let me give mine, and 
then pass on to the next, and not consume your time in endless re- 
plies and rejoinders. He has popular opinion on his side, and I 
Eerceive that he knows it, and avails himself of it. I do not blame 
im for this. I should probably do the same thing myself, were I 
supporting his ade of the question. A certain traditionary meaning 
has been for a long time attached to certain texts ; so that we 
scarcely hear the texts, before the interpretation which has been so 
long affixed to them comes into our mind. But it will not do for 
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my opponent to rely on this circ«mstance alone. It will not 
do for iiim to quote texts, and there leave them to be understood 
according to the traditionary meaning, uhich has been affixed to 
them. > He is bound to show that this traditionary interpretation 
is a just one ; he is bound fo show that the vtexts ho produces, do ac- 
tually mean what he says they do. 

While I am now up, let me correct a mistake which I fell into 
yesterday in the hurry of argument, by referring to one passage 
when I had intended to refer to another. When speaking of the 
time at which Christ sat upon his throne, I had in my mind, not the 
16th chapter of Matthew, to which I' erroneously referred, but the 
I7th chapter of John. This I mention to save my opponent any 
useless trouble, in founding an argument on this misquotation. 

My opponent has not yet answered what I said about the tradi- 
tions of the Pharisees, and he still continues by quoting the Apoc- 
rypha to make his doctrine rest on Jewish traditions. 

Let me repeat again, that I do not consider myself bound 
minutely to explain all the passages which my opponent may pro- 
duce. If the passages all refer to one event, it is enough to ex- 
plain one of them. Any passages which he will produce, and show 
clearly that they do refer to a future state, I will agree to explain 
ito your satisfaction. 

My opponent dwells at great length on the idea that Nero was to 
lenter equally with Paul into a slate of felicity, and seems to ques- 
tion whether the apostle could have endured martyrdom, if be had 
•entertained this notion. I cannot, however, believe, that martyrs 
are moved by the motives my friend ascribes to them. Their mo- 
tives are not so narrow, nor their minds so limited. 



Ballou. I am sorry to find myself so disagreeable an oppo- 
nent, no course that I take seems to suit my friend. He . now says 
that I do not show that the passages which I quote have reference 
to a future life. Is it so ? You can judge. If I show that they 
cannot refer to this life, the inference seems quite conclusive, that 
they must refer to the future life. 

I am desirous of making myself as agreeable to myfriend as pos- 
sible. He complains that I give him the laboring oar. Why does 
..he not bring forward his twenty texts to prove that all mankind will 
•certainly pass immediately into heaven at death, and thus throw the 
laboring oar upon me. 1 will undertake to explain them, without 
miking any complaint of being overworked. 
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My opponent says, that I ought not to reply to his interpretations, 
but pass on to the next passage. This would be admirable. I 
have heard too many stories tb^it were fdir till another was told. Ac- 
cording to this plan, I could do absolutely nothing in this discussion. 
I must have the liberty of pointing out the inconsistenciQs of my 
friend's interpretation, and brushing away from them the varnish of 
a false plausibility } I cannot allow him to take refuge behind 
this bulwark of silence ; and I leave it to you to say, if he is enti- 
tled to any such indulgence. 

The time was, when I myself desired to receive these interpre- 
tations, if I could. But I found myself utterly unable to reconcile 
them with each other or with common sense. I now wish in my 
own vindication, to point out those inconsistencies which I could not 
reconcile, and which have compelled me to assume the position in 
which I now stand before the public* 

The gentleman now takes the ground that although, we have a 
certain portion of retribution as we go along, the greater part con- 
sists in the fruits of our actions, that ripen an indeBuIte time after- 
wards. But if these fruits take one year to mature, why not ten or 
a hundred ? And if retribution is put off for an indefinite time, why 
maj it not be postponed to anotlier life? How will this reasoning 
bear? 

My friend complains that I infer my doctrine. Does not he 
also sometimes infer i If I do not miscalculate we «haU have in- 
stances of it before this debate is over. The case of Paul's crown 
is now attempted to be disposed of by insisting that there was an in- 
terval between the time at which the Apostle finished his course, 
and his death, during which interval, the crown of which he speaks 
must have been enjoyed even in this world. So then, tlie gentleman 
no longer contends that the crown was to be enjoyed by the apostle 
after death by renown m the church through future ages ! Well, 
let it be so. This epistle to Timothy was written during this very 
interval, yet the apostle does not intimate that he was enjoying the 
crown. On the contrary, he expressly says—" henceforth is there 
laid up for me a crown of righteousness, which the Lord the right- 
eous judge shall give unto me at that day, and not unto me only 
but unto all them also that love his appearing." To what day does 
be refer? The day of Christ's '' appeai*ing and kingdom" men- 
tioned in the first verse of the chapter, which reads thus : " I charge 
thee, therefore, before God and the Lord Jesus Christ who shall 
judge the quick and'the dead at his " appearing and kingdom." This 
final judging of the quick and dead must have been regarded 
by the apostle as appointed to take place subsequently to his own 
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death. Hence, the crown laid up for him could not have been en* 
joyed while Paul was yet alive. This is so plain from necessary 
inference that a positive declaration could make it scarcely more 
so. 

If I affirm that I am in Boston, it does not seem at all necessary 
that I should add '^ and not in Mendon ;'' for the latter ^ould be a 
natural impossibility. Inference ; i, e. the interpretation that com- 
mon sense requires us to put upon a passage, wi^ sometimes prevail 
even over the literal meaning. To prove transubstantiation, the 
Catholics quote tlie texts — "This is my body," fee, "Except a 
man eat the flesh," &c. which, literally understood, would seem to 
prove it ; but reason tells us, that it is absurd to understand them 
in this manner. Now I am determined to use my reason in inter- 
preting the scriptures, and if my opponent can show that his inter- 
pretations are more reasonable than mine, I will* give mine up* 
But manifest inconsistency and absurdity I must reject. 

The gentleman has advanced the extraordinary proposition, that 
to avail myself of this text in 2 Timothy, I must prove that Paul 
was both rewarded and punished in the future life r Did you ever 
hear any thing more unreasonable? So I must set about proving that 
the same individual is rewarded and punished too. If 1 prove that 
in a future life, the good are rewarded, and the wicked punished, 
I appeal to the common sense of this audience if I have pot done 
all that is recfuired of me by the terms of the question. 

He meets my text from Hebrews, by asking what it Has to do 
with the question under discussion ; and inquires,— *if to be tortured is 
a virtue ? I agree most readily, that the simple endurance of torture 
is no virtue. But I esteem it a very great virtue to endure torture for 
conscience sake; and consider that much of a ^^fieathenn&tion^* as 
it maybe accounted, it is a sublime virtue to undergo suffering even 
unto death, rather than prove recreant to truth and duty. I cannot 
help wishing this opinion prevailed more extensively, in the world 
than it does. 

My friend says, that the expectation of a better resurrection was 
merely the expectation of those Jews, who were put to death, and 
not the expectation of the apostle. But notwithstanding his aversion 
to inferences, I shall take the liberty to infer, that since the apostle 
quotes the example of those martyrs to encourage the perseve- 
rance of his brethren, and gives no intimation that their hopes were 
groundless— he fully concurred with them in the belief that they 
would actually obtain " a better resurrection,^^ So that their ex- 
pectation was also his expectation. 

I repeated the text in 2 Tim. ii. 11, 12, viz.—" It is a &ithful 
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saying ; For If we be dead with him, we shall also live with him ; 
if we sufier we shall also reign with him ; if we deny him, he will 
deny us." The gendeman disposed of this very readily by assert- 
ing that it has nothing to do with the subject in dispute. 

Let us examine it. '' If we be dead with him, we shall also live 
with him." Is this all to take place in the present world ? Can we 
Iwt with him in this world after we are diati? Can we make smy 
tolerable sense of the passage without applying it to a future state? 
Assertion is cheap. 1 hope we we shall have something better. 
Let the gentleman honestly give us a clear and satisfactory expla- 
nation of this passage. 

' He says I have the prepossessions of the audience on my side. 
Popular opinion throughout the community is no doubt on my side.; 
bnt I very much question whether it is true of this audience. If \t 
be, r would entreat them to lay aside their prepossessions, and at- 
tend without bias to evidence and reason, of which my doctrine has 
an inexhaustible fund. 



Smith. Respecting the crown of righteousness laid up for Paul 
I must again repeat, that my friend depends wholly upon inference 
to show that it was in a future state. * The passage itself says noth- 
ing about a future state. I wish he would show that this crown waJs 
a reward for what Paul had done here. The passage does not say 
so ; and this is a very important point, on which my friend has yet 
said nothing. 

As to the text from 2 Tim. ii. 11, 12, 1 must remark that my 
friend takes for granted the very point to be proved. ' The word 
dead on which he relies is of ambiguous meaning. I can showfrorii 
a variety of passages, that we are dead^ and even twice deady in a 
scripture sense, while we are still living in this world. Thus w^ 
are said to be ^^ dead in tresspasses and sins," and St. Jude, in hi^ 
epistle speaks of certain persons, who were " clouds without watef^ 
carried about by winds , trees whose fruit witheretb, withoiit iiruit^ 
twice deadj plucked up by the roots," &c. In Cblossians, it is 
said, '' Ye are dead^ and your life is hid with Christ in God." Paiil 
says he was crucified with Christ. So it seems men can be dead 
and yet be alive. Now before my opponent can avail himself of 
this passage, -he ought to show that the word dead is used in that 
literal sense which he applies to it, and that it is not to be undeis 
stood as it must be in the passages quoted above. This is the point 
on which the interpretadon of this text entirely hinges. 

6 
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My friend complains, that I call upon him to show that Paul 
was punished as well as rewarded in the future world. He thinks, 
and earnestly insists that it is enough for him to show, that the good 
are rewarded, and the bad punished. Now thi^ would do very 
well if we could separate men into two distinct classes of good and 
bad. If some people were totally holy, and others totally wicked, it 
would do very well to reward the' former and to punish the latter. 
But as this is not the case, as the best sometimes sin, and the worst 
sometimes do good, is it just for the former to be excused from the 
consequences of their sms, while the whole weight of punishment 
falls upon the heads of the latter ? To preserve a just consistency, 
the good ought to be punished for their evil deeds, as well as the 
bad, and the bad ought to be rewarded for their virtuous actions a5 
well as the good ; and my friend ought to show that such is the 
case. 

The gentleman says he once was willine to be persuaded of the 
truth of my doctrine. I answer that I once held his. That, 
however, does not prevent me from feeling perfectly well sat- 
isfied of the truth of my present opinions ; so that this argument 
if it can be called an argument, is as good on my side as on his. 

One would suppose, from the turR the argument is taking, that 
the Quesdon we are discussing is, whether men are fully rewarded 
in this life, I must remind my friend that the question is, whether 
there are any rewards and punishments in a future life for the deed» 
done in this life. 

My friend very kindly comes foiivard and offers to take the la* 
boring oar. I do not wish him to do any such thing. I only de« 
lire that he should do what of right belongs to him to do; that is, to 
prove the truth of the doctrine he supports, and show us that it is 
clearly taught in the texts which he has cited. K he will do this I 
shall be perfectlv satisfied. However, its he is so very desirous of 
exercising his talent at exposition, to accommodate him I will pro* 
doce a few. texts which very clearly teach the doctrine which I 
namtaio. 

« In the second chapter of Hebrews it is said, *' every transgres- 
flioD and disobedience received a just recompense of reward." And 
ID bterpredog this text it is extremely necessary to bear in mind 
that this eptsde was written to converted Jews. As to the passage 
^oted from Hebrews by my opponent, he has contented himself 
widi remarkiiig on my interpretatioq, but he has not shown that the 
passage has anv reference to a future state. In connexion with 
the text m Hebrews, I quote also that text in Proverbs, ^' The 
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righteous shall be recompensed in the earth ; much more the wicked 
and the sinner." 

We read also in Matthew, " Sufficient unto the day is the evil 
thereof." 

It is said in 2 Cor. ii. 6. '< Sufficient to such a man is this pun- 
ishment." . 

We read in the episde of James, i. 25, — " Whoso boketh into 
the perfect law of liberty, and continueth therein, he being not a 
forgetful hearer but a doer of the work, this man shall be blessed in 
his deeds.^^ 

We read, also, in Psalms, — ^^'That in keeping the command- 
ments there is great reward." 

It is moreover, to be recollected that the apostleSj» when they, 
speak of the death of wicked men, never^intimate that they have 
gone to a place of punishment. Our modem divines, when they 
are upon this subject, do not hesitate to tell us, what has becoine 
of such transgressors; and if the aposdes held the same doctrine 
why have they not spoken, in the same way? 



Ballou. My friend still contends that it devolves on me to prove 
that Paul was punished as well as rewarded. I should like to know 
what sort of a belief he supposes me to entertain. I believe in the 
doctrine of repentance. I hold that if a sinner sincerely and seas- 
onably repents, God will pardon him. If my opponent denies the 
forgiveness of sins, let him say so, and we shall dien understand his 
doctrine. 

He says the question is not whether men are fully rewarded in 
this life. I differ with him there. I believe that certain rewards 
attend upon virtue, and certain punishments follow sin even in this 
life ; but I hold to a more full and complete retribudon hereafter. 
Now the passages quoted by the gendeman, which he thinks so 
fully sustain his doctrine, prove only that there is retribution in tlBs 
life — a position which I myself have all along mamtained. 

He relies on those texts to prove that mankind are fully recom- 
pensed in this life. Let us examine them. The text from Prov- 
erbs — *' Behold the righteous," &c. has already been shown to as- 
sert only the general truth, that the righteous and wicked in the 
world will both be jusdy recompensed, without telling us when or 
where. The text, *' sufficient unto the day is the evil thereof" has 
no sort of reference to punishment of gnv kmd, as will be seen by 
consulting Matt. vi. 34. The passage mm 2 Cor. ii. 6—" Sum- 
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cient to such a man is this punishment,", relates to a reproof which 
Paul had given to some of the Corinthian church, and is entirely 
foreign to the question. That in James — "This man shall be bles- 
sed* in bis deeds," is just as true according to my doctrine as that 
of my opponent. The one from Psalms, — ;" In keeping the com- 
mandments there is great reward," if in point, proves as much 
against the gentleman's notion of our recompense being partly in 
the act and partly long afterwards in the fruits, as it does against my 
doctrine of part present, and part future retribution. He has only 
quoted it to his own disadvantage. The text from Heb. ii. 2-— 
" Every transgression and disobedience received a just recompense 
of reward^" is to be understood in a national point of view as rela- 
ting particularly to the dealings of God with the Israeli tish people 
from the lime of their leaving Egypt, while they journeyed in die 
wilderness— ^while they were receiving the law from Sinai — and af- 
ter becoming an established nation in the land of Canaan. It does 
DOC comprehend the divine dealings with all mankind in all ages of 
time* AH these things will plainly appear upon a careful examin- 
tion. 

The gentleman would explain away 2 Tim. iv. 1, concerning 
"^Ae miick and dead^^ by quoting sundry texts in which the word 
" dead" is used in a figurative sense. But let him quote an in- 
stance where this phrase " quick and dead^^ evidently means any 
thing else than literally all mankind living and dead. This will 
meet the difBculty. 

He adopt? the same method to do away the force of the text in 
2 Tim* ii. 11, 12-^-" If we be dead with him we shall also live whh 
hifD," ^. He says we read in Scripture of men being " dead in 
trespasses and sins," of being "twice dead, plucked up by the 
rooti^'^ tec. ' Can my friend seriously suppose that the teit in 
qoettion meatis — ^" If we be dead in trespasses and sins — twice dead 

{kicked up by the roots, with Christ we shall also live with him ! !" 
s there any sense at all in such an interpretation? He has also 
quoted a passage from Colossians by way of illustration — ^** For ye 
2ite4ead and your life is hid with Christ in God " — ^which I will 
make plain by adding the next verse — "When Christ who is our 
life ahali appear, then shall ye also appear with him in glory." 
(See Col. ill. 2, 3.) Here we have the very idea of a future 
re^nidg with Christ in glory, which my friend would explain away. 
Instead of seeking to rid himself of my proofs by referring to fn- 
stttices in which cenain words are used in a figurative .sense, 
aad thence arguing that such words may be understood in a 
figuratire sense in my proof texts, the gentleman would do a great 
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deal better to show in a fair manner that such words do actually 
convey a figurative sense. The question in all such cases is not — 
what the word may mean, or does sometimes mean, but what does 
it here mean. When the sense of the context will not admit of a 
literal meaning, it must be taken figuratively— when not of a figu- 
rative, then of a literal meaning. This is the only safe rule. 

To accelerate the discussion, I now repeat aeveral of my hither- 
to unanswered texts, viz. 

Heb. xi. 5. — " By faith Enoch was translated that he should not 
see death ; and was not found, because God had translated him. 
For before he was translated, he had this testimony that he pleased 
God." 

Rev. ii. 10. — " Be thou faithful unto death, and I will give thee 
a crown of life." 

' Rev. iii. 21.-—" To him that overcometh will I grant to sit with 
me in my throne, even as I also crvercame, and am set down with 
my father on his throne." 

' Rev. xiv. 13. — " And I heard a voice from heaven sayine to 
me; Write, Blessed are the dead which die in the Lord from 
henceforth ; Yea saith the Spirit that they may rest from their la- 
bours, aiid their works do follow them." 

Rev. XX. 4 — 6— *f And I saw the souls of them that were be- 
' headed for the witness of Jesus, and for the word of God * * * ♦ 
and they lived and reigned with Christ a thousand years. But the 
rest of the dead lived not agab till the thousand years were finish- 
ed. This is the first resurrection. Blessed and holy is he that 
hath part in the first resurrection ; on such the the second death 
hath no power." 



Smith. I cannot see that my friend has made any advances; 
towards the proof of the doctrine which he maintains. As to the 
erown that Paul expected, it is not yet proved that the apostle cx- 
* pected it as a reward for his labours and suflTering here. This 
must be done before tlie text can become of any value to my op- 
ponent. 

My friend, to escape from the necessity of proving that all men 
are both punished aod rewarded in the future world for their re- 
spective good and evil deeds here, has introduced thq doctrine, of 
repentance. But this will not answer his purpose. If it can be 
made to appear that the consequences of sin extend into another 
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world, it will be extremely difficult to show in what way repentance 
can do away with those consequences. 

There has been a great controversy, among the Divines, who 
have believed in the doctrine of a future retribution, on the ques- 
tion, how the sins of the rightedus are to be disposed of at the day 
of judgment. Some of them have maintained that these sins will be 
made to appear on that day as well as the sins of the wicked though 
they shall not be rendered against them to their condemnation, 
whilst others have held, that the sins of the righteous will be cover- 
ed up, and concealed, and not allowed to appear at all. By way 
of illustrating this point, I will take the liberty to read a short pas- 
sage from Buck's Theological Dictionary, a book of good authori- 
ty among the orthodox. Speaking oi the last judgment, Dr. Buck 
says — " The righteous, probably will be tried first—- — . Here we 
may take notice of a difficult question which is proposed by some, 
namely, whether the sins of God's people shall be published in the 
great day, though it is certain they shall not be alleged against them 
to their condemnation." " Some have thought that the sins of the 
godly, though forgiven, shall be made manifest, &c. that the justice 
of the proceedings of that day requires it, since it is presumed to 
he. known by the whole world, that they are prone to sin as well as 
•others, and before conversion, as great sinners as others, and after 
it their sins had a peculiar aggravation." 

This doctrine of ray friend, which allows the sinner to escape 
the consequences of his transgressions by a mere repentance, ap- 
pears to me a very licentious doctrine. If such a system is right 
ivith God, it will be right with man. But introduce it into practice 
and see how well it would work. . Let the Governor pardon every 
'Criminal that gives signs of repentance, and follow the system up. 
It would take but a short time to reduce us to a state of anarchy. 
How then can we suppose God to be governed in his conduct by 
principles, which among men would be justly accounted absurd ? 

I believe in the doctrine of forgiveness, as well as ray friend ; 
but it is the forgiveness of sin, not the forgiveness of punishment. 
This is a distinction he does not make ; and hence he falls into 
error. Punishment is a natural, inevitable consequence of sin, 
which cannot be avoided by any means. And so the scriptures 
speak. They do not threaten conditionally. They speak of the 
punishment of sin as something which naturally grows out of sin,, 
and which cannot, by any means, be avoided. There is no clause 
put in about repentance, and an escape by this means fr^m the 
consequences of transgression. 

I do not see why my friend need differ with me on the subject of 
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a present retribution. When I say that part of the retribution 
comes in fruits, I do not fix any particular time during which it 
may be delayed; and I must confess I cannot see the force of his 
inquiry ; if retribution is put off in this Ufe, from time to time, how 
do we know that it may not be put off to another life ? This ques- 
tion I do not see the force of; because there is no sort of analogy 
between this life and the life to come, and no connexion between 
them. Many things may be put off from time to time during this 
life, even to its very close, which no one supposes can be trans- 
ferred into the future life. If the gentleman could in any way 
connect and link the present life with that which is to come, then 
there would be some force in his question ; but until he does that 
the entire want of connexion between these two states of being de- 
prives his question of all pertinency. 

My opponent desires me to produce a passage in which the 
phrase " quick and dead" is not used in a literal sense. I will re- 
fer him to the passage in Paul's epistle to the Ephesians, where h^ 
writes — ** You hath he quickened, who were dead in trespasses and 
sins." The gentleman did not take sufficient notice of the texts 
which I produced befor^ on this point, pahicularly that passage, 
" Ye are dead and your life is hid with Christ." He has not told 
us how he explains that, or why there is any more reason to make 
use of a figurative interpretation here, than in the passage he has 
produced. 



Afternoon. 

Ballou. Among the texts quoted by ray friend, in the forenoon, 
to prove his doctrine, was the following from the second chapter 
of Hebrews-—" Every transgression and disobedience received a 
just recompense of reward " Now I think we can understand this 
text better by having the whole it. It is as follows — " Therefore 
we ought to give the more earnest heed to the things which we 
have heard, lest at any time we should let them slip. For if the 
word spoken by angels was steadfast, and every transgression and 
disobedience received a just recompense of reward, how shall we 
escape if we neglect so great salvationT^ Tftking the whole pas- 
sage together, it does not perhaps furnish so very strong a support 
to the doctrine which my friend advocates. 

He says we ought to recollect that this epistle was written to the 
Hebrews — to those who derived their views of retribution from the 
Old Testament Scriptures, and who were familiar with the declar- 
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ations in Proverbs — " Behold the righteous shall be recompensed/' 
&c. and in Psalms — ** In keepings the commandments,*' fac. All 
this may be true. But will the gentleman also recollect that those " 
Hebrews were professed Christians ? Will he recollect that the 
manifest design of this epistle wa^to teach them that the Christian 
dispensation bad superseded the Mosaic ? And will he take notice 
of the fact that this very text itself refers only to the past dispensa- 
tion and its judgments, for the purpose of representing the retribu- 
tion of God under the gospel dispensation as far more perfect? 1 
have already stated that a just recompense of reward, under the 
law dispensation was chiefly of a national character and related par- 
ticularly to one nation of the earth. The Israelites were a peculiar 
people, and treated in a peculiar manner* They were rewarded 
and punished in a national way by special blessings and judgraeDts. 
This clearly shows that the passage before us may be true in its pro^ 
per application to the case, though it cannot be true as applied to 
God's dealings with all men, in all ages of time. The .other texts 
adduced on this point by my friend have already received sufficient 
attention. • 

The doctrine of forgiveness, I had supposed, and still suppose 
is a very clear Bible doctrine. My opponent, however, thinks it a 
very licentious one. In attempting to show that it is soj he takes 
for granted, that it is just as easy to deceive God by a false and by* 
pocritical repentance, as to deceive man. Hence, says he, a man 
may live all his life in sin, then shed a few tears and go straight to 
heaven. No such thing has been held forth or allowed on my 
part. He makes a distinction too between the forgiveness of 
nA, and the forgiveness of punishment; but I must confess, I am 
unable to see in what the distinction consists. Do you see ? Let ii9 
apply this distinction to the case supposed by my friend of a crimi- 
nal pardoned by the governor. The g6vemor pardons bim~what 
then ? Why, the pardon is only of the crime ; it does not remove 
the punishment. So, notwithstanding he has a full and free par- 
don, to prison he must go ! Such is a practical application of his 
distinction, which he thinks of so much importance. 

The passages which I quoted from Revelations, he has not yet 
even noticed. I will now, however, proceed to the second branch 
or THE SUBJECT, and quote a few texts in support of the doctrine of 
punishments in a future life for the deeds done here. 

I commence by citing the following: 

John V. 28, 29.— "Marvel not at this, for the hour is coming, in 
the which all that are in the graves shall hear his voice, and Siall 
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come forth ; they that have done good, unto the resurrection 6f life ; 
and they that have done evil unto the resurrection of damnation." 

Rev. XX. 12 — 15. — "And I saw the dead small and great, stand 
before God; and the books were opened; and another book was 
opened which is the book of life ; and the dead were judged out 
of those things which, were written in the books, according to their 
works. 

And the sea gave up the dead which were in it ; and death and 
hell delivered up the dead which were in them, and they were 
judged every man according to their works. And death and hell 
were cast into the lake of fire. This is the second death. And 
whosoever, was not found written in the book of life was cast into 
the lake of fire." 

My opponent may say that it does not devolve on him to show 
what these passages do mean. If he can make it appear tliat pos- 
sibly they may mean something different from their plain and obvi- 
. pus sense, he will say it is all he is bound to do. But I shall not 
let him off so. As a Christian believer, I am entitled to a rational 
explanation of tbe foregoing texts. If my opponent undertakes to 
say tliat these passages do not teach a future judgment and retribu- 
tion, then he is bound to tell me what they do teach ; and I shall 
require this at his hands. 



Smith. My friend seems to confess that the passage quoted by 
me from Hebrews, is very true, as applied to the Jews, but then he 
says that it cannot be properly appUed to us. Why not? I see 
nothing in the context to prevent it. Although the apostle uses the 
phrase — ^* how shall we escape," there is nothing to show that be 
bad any reference whatever to a future life. Those words can be 
just as well explained of this life as of any other.. Moreover^ though 
my friend thinks this passage cannot properly be applied to us, yet 
the apostle makes such an application of it, without giving any bint 
that it does not apply in its luUest extent. As to the other texts I 
quoted, one he says means no such thing, and another be indirect* 
ly coinradicts. Now this is a very easy way indeed to get rid of 
difficulties. However, if he chooses to take this way, I cannot help 
it Let him settle the afiair with Soloi1)OD~*for be, not I, is the 
author of tbe passage in questipn. 

I do not think my distinction between forgiveness of sin and for* 
gifeness of punisbmeot, is altogether so groundless aa the rentle- 
man is pleased to represent it. llhe scriptures make thit &tiiie« 
7 
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tion ; for they speak of persons who have been jpunisbed and after* 
wards forgiven. Take lor example, the case oi the prodigal son — 
had not he been severely punished by hunger and a gr^at variety of 
distresses, and was he not afterwards forgiven ? and when he was 
forgiven, did his father do away his previous punishment? In the 
case of the criminal, which he puts, my opponent confounds pardon 
with forgiveness; but let me ask, though the governor's pardon frees 
the criminal from prison, does it restore him to his peace of mipd, 
and does it do away the disgrace, and all the other inevitable con- 
sequences which ever must, and ever ^vill attend upon the commis- 
sion of crime? The following passages of scripture wiU sustain me 
in the distinction I made between the forgiveness of sin, and the 
forgiveness of punishment, and will show that punishment is the in- 
evitable attendant on sin. Psalms xcix. 8— "Thou wast a God 
that forgavest them, tliough thou tookest vengeance on their invent 

Exodus xxxiv. 5 — 7 — "The Lord God, merciful and gracious, 
slow to anger, abundant in goodness and truth, keeping mercy 
for thousands, forgiving iniquity, transgression and sin, itnll by no 
means dear the guilty ^ visiting the iniquities of the fathers upon the 
children and the children's children to the third and fourth genera- 
tion of those that hate me." 

Isaiah xl. 2 — " Her warfare is accomplished, she hath received 
at the Lord's hand dovble for all her transgressions." 

Moreover, this docuine of dispensing with the punishment of sin 
seems to be inconsistent with the idea of God's impartiality. Are 
the good deeds of the sinner to find less acceptance than the 
good deeds of the righteous ; and is the evil of the one to be se- 
verely punished, while that of the other is passed over ? 

I shall not attempt to give a precise explanation of the several 

Easaages which my friend has quoted from the book of Revelations, 
ecause I do not profess to have a clear understanding of the whole 
of that book. Yet that the phrase, second death does not necessa- 
rily refer to a future world, is obvious from tli^ passages already 
|uoted to prove that the word death is often used in the scriptures 
b a spiritual s^nse, and has no reference to the termination of this 
life. It is also apparent from the passage before quoted from 
Jude's epistle, that men in a certain sense, may even be said to be 
iioice dtadf and yet lie living men, all the while. 

To consider a moment, the passage from Hebrews, concerniBg a 
better resurrection. We shall understand it better by taking the 
wliole verse together. — '< Women received their dead raised to life 
again ; others were tortured, not accepting deliverance, that thiey 
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might obtain a better resurrection ;" that is, a better resurrection 
than those children .of the women, who were raised to life again. 
They refused to receive deliverance, because they preferred that 
better resurrection^ that eternal life of glory, upon which they knew 
they should enter, the moment they quitted this life. 

As to the passage quoted in the forenoon, from Hebrews, about 
Enoch, and his translation, I cannot perceive that it has the least 
bearing of any kind upon the question at issue. Enoch was trans- 
lated without dying, and how can any thing that happened to him 
prove rewards after death? I must again remind my friend, of the 
necessity be is under of showing that the passages he quotes in 
confirmation of his doctrine have some sort of connection with the 
subject, and that they necessarily bear that interpretation which he 
puts upon them. Until he does this, it is not necessary for me to 
say a word in reply. 



Ballou. My friend, to sustain his distinction between the for<- 
giveness of sin and the forgiveness of punishment, is at great 
pains to quote texts to show, that the scriptures make mention of 

fersons who were forgiven after. they had been punished.— r 
would thank him to quote some instances of people having been 
first forgiven and then punished. This is what his position re- 
quires ; for this is what he has asserted. Let us have proof of 
punishment after forgiveness. 

He accuses me of confounding pardon with forgiveness. I coo- 
fessy I never before knew that these two words did not mean the 
same thing ! Did you ? I had always supposed that they were sy- 
nonymous ! He says the governor's pardon of a criminal, cannot 
relieve him from the reproaches of his own conscience — the dis- 
grace, and other natural fruits of his evil deeds. This may all be 
true. For the pardon of a magistrate can only extend to the l^al 
consequences oi a crime. The moral consequences are to be set- 
tled at another tribunal. But all those consequences over which 
the magistrate has any power, are averted by his act of pardon. So 
when God pardons a sinner he will be freed in like manner, from 
that punishment of hb crime of which God takes cognizance* 

The text quoted by my friend, that speaks of visiting the iniqtti- 
ties of the fatners upon the children to^e third and fourth genera* 
tion, must be understood of the physical conseauences of sin, which 
cannot properly be called punishment. Otterwise, mjr frieod 
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would seem to be maintaiDing the doctcine of' original sin, — a no- 
tion which he is known i^ot to entertain. 

He will hardly persuade me, that because the words ^^ death" — 
**^ ttoice dtad^^ &c. are sometimes used in a figurative sense, and 
applied to men yet alive, that, therfore, the second death spoken of 
in the passages I have quoted, must also be applied to this life. 
We must understand death to mean death, unless some rational in- 
terpretation can be put upon the passage in which it is found, con- 
sistently with the idea, that it applies to something in this life. 

It is said, that my doctrine of forgiveness is inconsistent with 
God's impartiality. I see not how. I hold that God will impar- 
tially forgive all who sincerely repent ; and how this makes him a 
respecter of persons, I cannot imagine. 

The interpretation which my friend puts upon the passage from 
Hebrews concerning the better resurrection, does not relieve the 
grand difficulty involved in the case. He says the persons there 
spoken of were to receive a better resurrection than those children 
of the women, that were restored to life, i. e. the final resurrection to 
immortality. But if they were perfectly sure of this better resur- 
rection for themselves and all mankindy without regard to any thing 
done in this life, I do not perceive what inducement they had to 
die in torments, in order to receive it. They would obtain it just as 
soon, according to my opponent's views, and enjoy it just as fully 
without sacrificing themselves for conscience sake, as by doing it. 



Smith. With respect to the texts quoted by me, my friend has 
insisted much on words, but I do not see that he has achieved much 
in the way of explaining them. He has replied to several things 
which I have urged in the course of this debate ; but many of my 
most important arguments he has not touched at all. He has not 

Jet answered what I have said about the traditions of the Pharisees. 
do not think he sufficiently answers my objection, that his doc- 
trine of repentance makes God a respecter of persons. 

With respect to the phrase second death I apprehend it must be 
understood to mean the relapsing from a converted state into sin. 
Thus, the first death is the death in trespasses and sins. When we 
are raised by conversion out of this state of death, this is the first 
resurrection; and a relapse into a state of sin is the second death. 
This interpretation will enable us to explain all the passages, in 
which this phrase, second ^eathj is used, and to apply them to this 
life, and will thus enable us to avoid that reference to a future fife, 
en whieh my opponent insists so much. 
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In order to satisfy you that the phrase first resurrection applies 
to this life, I shall read the opinions of certain learned orthodox 
commentators, upon this point. 

With reference to the passage quoted by my friend from Rev. 
XX. 5,6, Lightfoot asks, — "Now what, and at what time is this resur- 
rection ? When the great angel of the covenant, Christ, had bound 
the old dragon with the chains of the gospel, and shut him up that 
he should no more seduce the nations by lying wonders, oracles 
and divinations, and his false gods, as formerly he had done ; that 
is, , when the gospel being published among the heathen nations, 
had laid open all the devices and delusions of Satan, and had restor- 
ed them from the death of sin and ignorance, to a true state of life 
indeed.^^ 

RosenmuUer, an esteemed German commentator, lately introdu- 
ced into this country, remarks on the same passage-—'* This signi- 
fies tliat the church, for a season, should be delivered from the dis- 
turbers of her tranquility, and from those pernicious errors, which 
corrupted the innocence of Christians. What the first resurrection 
is, appears with sufficient plainness from what is said thus far, 
namely, a tranquil and happy state of the church is indicated." 

Dr. Hammond says — " What is meant by the first resurrection, 
here, may be discerned by comparing it with the second resurrec- 
tion, in the ordinary notion of it. That signifies the resurrection to 
eternal life ; proportidnably— this must signify a reviving, a restora- 
tion to life though not to that eternal.^* 

These passages will suffice to show what the most learned and able 
of orthodox commentators have thought of the phrase, ^r<^ resurrec- 
iiony to prove that they did not understand the first death, and the first 
resurrection to mean the natural death, and a resurrection to a fu- 
ture life. 

I have already remarked that I do not profess to understand or 
explain the whole of the book of Revelations. I will now add, that 
I understand the book to refer to something that was shortly to hap- 
pen — to the state of the church not long after the time at which the 
book was written. This appears from the language made use of, 
both at the beginning and the end of the book — *' The Revelation 
of Jesus Christ, which God gave unto hire, to show unto his ser- 
vants, things which must shortly come to pass,^^ — this is the begin- 
ning of the book. At the end of it, we read — " He which tesiifi- 
eth these things saith, surely I come quickly : amen ; even so, come 
Lord Jesus.'' 

These passages show us the proper application of this book ; and 
such being its proper application it is very plain, that none of the 
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passages quoted by my fiiend — whatever their proper interpreta- 
tion may be, can be justly applied to prove the doctrine of a retri- 
bution in another world, since the book relates wholly to this 
world, and to matters that were " shortly to come to pass." 

As regards the passage, John v. 26, 29 — " For the hour is com- 
ing in the which all that are in the graves," inc. Lightfoot observes 
-—^' These words might also be applied to a spiritual resurrection, 
as were the former, (and so, coming out of graven^ meaneth, 
Ezek. xxxvii, 12,) the words of the verse following, being only trans- 
lated and^glossed thus : — and they shall come forth^ they that do 
good, after they hear his voice in the gospel, to the resurrection of 
life ; and they that do evil, after they hear the gospel, unto the res" 
urrection of damnation. But they are more generally understood 
of the general resurrection." 

Cappe, in a note upon this passage, says~" In the graves, among 
the tombs, sitting in darkness, and in the region of the shadow of 
death, Matt. iv. 16; Luke i. 28, 29. See John iii. 18—21, He 
that believeth on him is not condemned," &;c. Compare Eph. ii. 1— 
^' And you hath he quickened who were dead in trespasses and 
sins." Isa. xxvi. 19 — "Thy dead men shall live, together with my 
dead body shall they arise," &c. Compare Deut.xxxii.— "his doc- 
trine shall enliven nlen as the dew of the herb." Hosea vi. 2— 
** After two days will he revive us, in the third day he will raise us 
up, and we shall live in his sight." Ezek. xxxvii. taken in a spi- 
ritual sense by the apostle, Rom. xi. 15~"What shall the receiv- 
ing of them be but life from the dead ?" 

"It would," says Dr. Lightfoot^ " have prevented many errors, 
if the phrases, the last day, the day of the Lord, the end,new heav- 
*€ns and new earth, tlie dead raised, had been cautiously understood. 
Jn the Jerusalem Gemarra, it is said — " The righteous, even in 
'death, .are said to live, and the wicked, even in life, are said to be 
*^ead." Compare Eph. v. 14 — " Awake thou that steepest, and 
varise from the dead, and Christ shall give thee light?^ 

It will be /seen from these passages, that the quotation from John 
-easily admits of an explanation which applies it to this life, and that 
Jt will not answer the purpose of proving a retribution in a future 
^ate of existence, for the' deeds done here. 



Bai^lou. Notwithstanding my friend's contempt of the Apocry- 
pha, translations, inferences and criticisms, he finds it very conven- 
ient to summon eminent orthodox commentators to the support of his 
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cause. Some, however, even of these favor my side of the ques- 
tion. But why has he referred to tiie criticisms of ortliodox com- 
. meatntors ? Is he arguing against an orthodox clergyman ? No. 
Does be suppose I shall acknowledge those commentators good 
authority ia this debate ? No. Will he allow me to cite orthodox 
commentators against his doctrine ? Not at all. So much of their 
criticism as will answer his purpose he considers good authority — 
all the rest good for nothing. For what, then, has he gone to the 
orthodox? Isbis cause so weak that he must needs call in such auxilia- 
ries to sustain it ? If so, he is excusable. But let it be understood 
that I shall pay no sort of deference to his allies. He must be re- 
sponsible for them and take the consequences. I shall treat his 
borrowed criticisms and interpretations as his own. If I answer 
them at all, I shall answer them simply as his; he has inade them 
so by adoption. 

The gentleman would explain the passage from John v. 28, 29, 
concerning the resurrection to damnation, as referring to the same 
event foreshewn in the 37tb chapter of Ezekiel; viz. the restora-* 
tioQ of the captive Israelites to their country. That event is spo- 
ken of under tbe similitude of dry bones and the coming up of dead 
men out of their graves. ^'Behold, O my people, I will open your 
graves, and cause you to come up out of your graves, and bring 
you into the land of Israel." What reference the passage in John 
has to an event which had transpired hundreds of years before, I 
cannot coneeive. Much less can I conceive how some of the lib-^ 
erated captives should rise to the resurrection of damnation. There 
certainly was nothing like a resurrection to damnation in tbe caso 
of those Israelites to whom (rod promised that he would bring thenx 
up out of their graves, &c. This interpretation of my friend wiU 
not answer. 

He now contends that the book of Revelations relates wholly ta 
a period near the time when it was written, and has cited a passage 
from its commencement, and another from its conclusion to .show 
that his views are correct. He and his brethren have a remarka-^ 
ble tact at confining the application of Scripture to some event or 
events in the present world. The destruction of Jerusalem is the 
grand centre aroupd which they generally dispose those texta 
usually applied to the future state. I wish the gendeman would 
quote me a text, which in his opinion clearly teaches a fuiure^ 
existence, I doubt if be can name one, which by bis own rules 
of interpretation cannot be confined to tiiis life. 

But in confining the application of the whole Book of Revela-^ 
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lions, 1 suspect be has inadvertently impoverished himself.' There 
are scarcely two passages in the Bible more frequently and con* 
fidently quoted by Universalists in proof of universal salvation, than 
the following — "And every creature which is heaven, and on the 
earth, and under the earth, and such as are in the sea, and all that 
are in them, heard I saying, Blessing, and honor, and glory and 
power, be unto him that sitteth upon the throtie, and unto the 
Lamb forever." — v. 1 3. ' " Behold the tabernacle of God is with 
men, and he will dwell with them, and they shall be his people, 
and God himself shall be with them, and be their God. And God 
shall wipe away all tears from their eyes ; and there shall be no 
more death, neither sorrow nor cryhig, neither shall there be any 
more pain, for the former things are passed away." — xxi. 3, 4. These 
texts my opponent now relinquishes as affording no proof 6f univer- 
sal salvation. They relate to something which took place near the 
Seriod at which the Book was written. Let this be remembered, 
[y opponent disposes of the passage concerning Enoch's transla- 
tion by saying that if Enoch did not see death, he cannot be con- 
sidered as having experienced a reward after death. He never 
died, therefore for him there is no period o/ifer death. Tins may 
satisfy his mind, but is very far from satisfying mine. Enoch when 
he was translated passed the dividing line between the present and 
future existence. What he has experienced since his translation, 
he has experienced " subsequently to this lifeJ*^ Therefore his is an 
instance in point. He walked with God by holiness in this life. 
Before he was translated he had the testimony that he pleased God. 
Because he was so perfectly faithful and holy, God took him to 
himself, and thereby taught mankind that he will in the future state 
reward all the faithful. The text teaches this, or it teaches noth- 
ing. 

. The gentleman again calls on me to disprove that the doctrine of 
future retribution was one of the traditions of the Pharisees. I will 
add to the evidence already presented the words of Christ to bis 
disciples. Matt. X. -28 — "Fear not them which kill the body, but 
are not able to kill the soul ; but rather fear him which is able to 
destroy both soul and body in hell." Could he have used such' 
language, had* he been an opposer of the doctrine in question? f 
would also cite in proof of my general proposition, Heb. x. 28, 
29, — "He that despised Moses' law died under two or three wit- 
nesses : Of how much sorer punishment, suppose ye, shall be be 
thought worthy who hath trodden under foot the Son of Crod, be. 
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Smith • By looking at the conna^ion of the passage in Hebrews 
respecting Enoch, it will appear that his faith was the reason 6fb\» 
translation. It could not then have been a reward ; for faith is sim- 
ply belief, and belief is produced by evidence. It is the mere gift 
of God. It is altogether involuntary, and certainly has no meril 
whatever. He that believes, yields to the force of evidence* He 
that believes not, sees no evidence for believing. There is neither 
merit in the one, nor demerit in the other. That idea then of 
Enoch's being rewarded by his translation, seenis not well founded. 

It will be well, however, to observe, that the question is not 
whether there are rewards and punishments in a future life, but 
whether such rewards and punishments are in consequence of what 
we do here. My friend niiust not then be satisfied with proving re- 
wards and punishments in a future life ; he must likewise connect 
them with this life, and show that they are the ccmsequences of our 
actions here. 

My opponent remarks upon ray introducing orthodox commenta- 
tors, and says by introducing them, I make what tliey say my own» 
and that he shall answer as if I were the author of the interpreta- 
tions which they have given, and I have produced. Now I think 
this is very unfair, and I cannot permit it. I introduced those quo- 
tations to show that some among those who believed as the gentle- 
man does in a future retribution, and even more strongly than he 
believes, in an endless retribution, the most learned critics, admit- 
ted that the passages my friend has cited, might be applied to the 
present life. 

He is afraid, loo, that I shall impoverish myself by confining the 
book of Revelation, to things that were to come to pass shortly 
after it was written, and that I shall deprive myself of some import- 
ant texts to prove my doctrine of universal salvation. I do not 
rest the doctrine of universal salvation on the book of Revelations, 
but on the preaching and teachmgs of Christ ; and the gentleman's 
fears on my account are entirely unnecessary. 

With respect to the traditions of the Pharisees, I have proved that 
my friend's doctrine of a future retribution for the deeds of this 
life, was one of those traditions, by showing that this doctrine is not 
contained in the Old Testament. The Pharisees were the reli- 
gious leaders in those days. They loved, and they obtained the 
uppermost seats, and when Christ preached a univertcd talvation^ 
they were displeased with the idea of equaliiy which this doctrine 
carried with it, and hence, they persecuted him and finally put him 
to death. 
In Heb. x. 28, it is said — '*He who transgressed Moses' law, 
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died without mercy, under two or thre« witnesses," &c. Now this is 
ill accordance with the whole tenor of the Old Testament. They 
died — but there is no intimation given of any further puni:bmeDt; 
and so generally, tliroughout the Old Testament, the punishments 
threatened are temporal punishments, and the rewards promised, 
temporal rewards. And as this not'on of rewards and punishments 
in another woiM, for deeds done in this, is not contained in the 
Old Testament, it must have been borrowed by the Pharisees from 
their heathen neighbors. 



Thursday^ March 2Qth. 

Ballou. Before proceeding with the discussion, I wish to offer a 
remark. I regret to hear that this debate is spoken of as a mere 
disputation between two clergymen striving for argumentative mastery. 
I proposed it for the p!irpose of eliciting truth on a most important 
theological question. My opponent and myself liave both disclaim- 
ed being actuated by any other motive than the k)ve of truth. The 
conflict is not between two men, but between two systems of doc- 
trine. If I have succeeded in sustainbg my position, it is because 
that position is in itself strong. If my friend finds it difficult to sus- 
tain Atf, the fault is not in him, but in his system. Truth is stronger 
than error, and must prevail. His doctrine is one which, in my 
opiniot), cannot bear the test of investigation. And when we con- 
sider that from the earliest times of tlie Christian era till within the 
last twenty or thirty years, the believers in universal salvation, with 
scarcely an exception, have all held the doctrine for which I con- 
tend**«-that Winchester, and Murray whose voice once sounded 
within these walls, were believers in this doctrine — oug^t we not to 
consider well the foundation on which we stand i It siurely is not a 
matter of trivial interest. But to resume* 

My friend asserts that Enoch's translation could not be a reward, 
because it was wrought for him on account of his faith, and faith is 
but belief, and belief is the gift of God — which consequently pre- 
cludes the idea of any merit in the believer on account of his faith. 
I must be permitted to observe that the wordyiit^A sometimes signi- 
fies fiddity, rather than mere beliefs and that Enoch was evidently 
meritorious in his faith. But I cannot entirely assent to my friend's 
notion about belief. He says there is neither merit in belief nor 
demerit in unbelief; for it wholly depends on the gift of God. 
How does this agree with the Scriptures ? The New Testament 
is every where explicit in teaching tbtt men are justified by believ- 
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ing, aad damned for their unbelief. Does God give one man faith, 
and then save him because he believes? And does he with- 
hold faith from another, and then damn him for unbelief? I 
would thank the gentleman to explain bis views on this point a little 
more clearly. 

He now insists that it is not enough for me to adduce passages 
which prove rewards and punishments in a future life ; but I must 
show that these rewards and punishments are to be admmistered 
for deeds performed in this life. Now it he a lowed any sort of 
rewards and punishments in another life, there would be some 
reason in this aemand ; but as he holds that all will enjoy a state of 
entire felicity, from the moment of death, it would seem that I 
should sufficiently establish my point by proving simply diat there 
are rewards and punishments in another life. However, I think 
the passage. Matt. xxv. 31 — 46, furnishes good evidence that the 
rewards and punishments of the future life, relate to the deeds of 
this. We read — " Come ye blessed, &c. inherit the kingdom — for 
I was an hungered, and ye gave me meat,^ he, " Depart ye 
cursed into everlasting fire, for I was an hungered anri ye gave me 
no meat," be. Does not this seem to connect the rewards and 
punishments of the future life with the deeds done here ? 

My friend, in expounding the passage, which I quoted from Rev- 
elations, tells us that the second deaths is a state of relapse from 
goodness. The first death being the death in trespasses und sins, 
and the first resurrection a conversion from that state, the second 
death is a relapse from this converted state. Now how does the 
passage read ? — '' Blessed and holr is he that hath part in the first 
resurrection : On such the second death hath no power." If the 
first resurrection is a conversion, and the second death is a relapse 
from this converted state, then according to this text, those who are 
once converted cannot relapse, can never be hurt by a relapse. But 
there is this little difficulty ; if those once converted cannot fall 
away-^ the second death has no power over them-«-howcan there 
be any such thing as a relapse? According to my friend's inter- 
preratioD it is utterly impossible that there should be a second 
death. 

My opponent thinks it very unfair in me to consider the btetr- 
pretations of orthodox commentators which he has adopted, as his 
own. I do not see in what the hardship consists. If he adopts 
them as his allies, he must be answerable for them. He is ready 
enough to get help from commentators and translators now, though 
at first he was for confining me strictly to the literal interpreta- 
tion. 
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The favorite topic of the Jewish traditions, is again brought for- 
ward, and he continues to insist that I must show that the doctrine 
of a future retribution was not inchided by Christ among those 
traditions. For this purpose, I have already cited Matt. x. 28. 
And if the gentleman will give me a clear and satisfactory interpre- 
tation of that passage, which shall be consistent with the doctrine 
of universal salvation as he holds it, I will yield the point at once. 
There is the passage in John v. 28, 29, of which he has yet taken 
but a very slight and unsatisfactory notice. He would explain it, 
by a reference to the prophecy of Ezekiel ; which he says refers 
to the same event. But kow it refers to the same event, or Iu>w he 
can make out a consistent interpretation of the passage, he has 
not shown us. I once more recommend this text to his particu- 
lar attention. 



Smith. My friend, in his opening, has referred to an opinion 
which he says prevails, that we are come here merely to indulge a 
spirit of disputation. If such an idea prevails, I am sorry for it, 
and I join with him in disclaiming all motives of the kind. 

I agree with him th,at the truth will be most easily sustained ; 
but you are to judge on which side the truth lies. How long tliis 
discussion will continue I cannot tell. But as my friend has the 
affirmative, the task of proof rests upon him. I shall continue to 
answer all that he produces, and for that purpose, if need be, will 
stay here till my bead turns grey. 

My friend has remarked upon the recent origin of the doctrine 
which I maintain, and has appealed to authority against it. I whol- 
ly deny the force of this argument ; but if I allowed it, I cannot ad- 
mit the truth of the facts on which be rests it. I deny that the 
venerable Murray held the doctrine of punishment hereafter for 
the deeds done here. It is true he held to a general judgment, 
and in explaining the parable of the sheep and goats, he spoke of 
the goats as devils who were driven 6ut oi men at the day of judg- 
ment* With regard to Winchester, who was no doubt a learned 
and pious man, there was as much difference between his doctrines 
And those of my friend, as between my friend and me. He held 
among other things, that in the last day the world would be puri6ed 
by fire, at which time sinners would be punished; after which the 
saints would reign here on earth. 

My friend's remarks about Enoch are little to the purpose. We 
read expressly that he was translated by faith— there is BOthing 



6t 

said of his translation being a reward. It evidently means that 
through faith he escaped the pains and sufierings of death. 

When I objected to my friend's translations, I did not mean that 
we were never to resort to commentators and lexicons for assist- 
ance. This is the only way to 6nd out the sense of a passage. But 
then we must be sure and have the aid only of eminent critics, 
whose authority is acknowledged. Now the new interpretation, 
put forward by my friend, of the text in Proverbs, and which was 
the occasion of my remarks about translations, is supported by no 
such authority that I know of. It was on that account I objected to 
it. I have never seen it except in a book recently published by a 
respected individual now present, but which cannot be considered 
authority on a point like this. It may be contained in some other 
work ; if so, I have never seen it. 

Those passages which my friend cites and applies to the life to 
come, have no reference to it. They relate solely to the present 
Ijfe. The word damnation, which means, merely, condemnation, 
relates not to the future world. It means, simply, the state of un- 
belief. My friend acknowledges that men are punished here 
and rewarded here for what they do here, but he does not show 
that they will be punished and rewarded in another world on ac- 
count of these same actions. He holds, too, as I suppose, that the 
punishment of men, takes place between death and the resurrection, 
and that at the resurrection, all men enter upon a life of complete hap- 
piness. This at all events is the belief of many of the gentleman's 
brethren. How then can he explain the passage, John v. 28, 29, in 
accordance wiih his own doctrine ? how will he explain the resur- 
reetion ef damnation spoken of in that passage, if at the resurrec- 
tion all men are to be restored to a state of holiness and happi- 
ness ? 

I have stated that in the passage, Matt. x. 28—'* Fear not those 
that kill the body," bc. the word translated soul, does not 
mean the immortal spirit of man. I have asked my opponent to 
prove that it has such a meaning ; this he has not done. But he 
insists that I should give an interpretation of the passage, and pledges 
himself that he will refute it. Now this might afford him a fine op- 
portunity, no doubt, to show his skill at picking my interpretation to 
Fieces; but that is not the purpose for which we have met. Besides, 
cannot trust his pledges; for he has already given tIiree,not one of 
which he has fulfilled. First, he called on me for a passage in which 
the phrase "quick and dead " was used in any other than a literal 
sense. I proiduced \he words of Paul — *' You which were dtady 
hath he qniekenedy^^ — but notwithstanding the passage the gentle- 
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man went on arguing just as before. Next, be cballenged me 
to produce a text which taught my doctrine of a full retribution in 
this life. I produced a great number of texts, and among others, 
the passage in Hebrews — ^' Every transgression and disobedience 
received a just recompense of reward ;" and also the text from 
Proverbs— -" The righteous shall.be recompensed in the earth, 
much more the wicked and the sinner,"«->and bow does the gen- 
tleman answer this ? Why, by producing a new translation ! 

Next my friend demanded tliat I should prove that the doctrine 
of a future retribution for the deeds done in this world, was one of 
the traditions of the Pharisees, of which our Lord cautioned bis 
disciples to beware. I proved it to be so by his own confession, 
that no such doctrine is contained in the Old Testament* But has 
the gentleman given up the point ? Not at all ; he goes on reason- 
ing and arguing just as before. 

As regards the passage in Revelations xx. 12, 14**— "And death 
and hell were cast into the lake of fire ; this is the second death." 
I would remind the gentleman that it is also said that the beast and 
the false prophet were cast alive into the lake of 6re. Now if tliey 
were cast in alive, how could it be after death ? and does not this 
circumstance show, that the whole of that passage relates to this 
world ? 



Ballou. I regret that my friend seems so unwilling to encoun- 
ter the strong points of this question. He iappears to me studious- 
ly to confine himself to some trifling topics which hare been suffi- 
ciently discussed already ; and to avoid the texts I have ofl^red for 
liis consideration. 

But though he neglects to answer the proofs already adduced, it 
•must not deter me from bringing forward additional testimony. And 
'lest I should not find a more convenient opportunity, I improve the 
•present by presenting several passages which teach a future ludgment. 
^' He that rejecteth me, and receiveth not my words hath one that 
judgeth him : the word that I have spoken, the same shall judge 
him in the last day" — John xii. 48. " The times of this ignorance 
God winked at ; but now commandeth all men every where to repent. 
Because he hatli appointed a day in the which he will judge the 
world in righteousness by thfit man whom he hath ordained, where- 
of he hath given assurance unto all men, in that he hath raised him 
from the dead" — Acts xvii. 30, 31. " For we must all appear be- 
fore the judgment seat of Christ ; that every one may receive the 
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things done in his body, according to that he hath done, whether 
good or bad"«^2 Cor. v. 10. '' Behold the Lord couieth with ten 
tliousand of his saints, to execute judgment upon all, and to con* 
vince all that are ungodly among them of all their ungodly deeds, 
and of all their hard speeches which ungodly sinners have spoken 
against him." — Jude 15. The natural import oC these texts is so 
obvious and forcible that they can scarcely be misunderstood. 
They teach my doctrine with a clearness that needs no comment. 

He denies that the venerable Murray held the doctrine which I 
advocate. Now Murray, himself, says expressly, — ^' those who 
die in unbelief wiU be miserableuntU they believe " What does this 
mean if not punishment in another life for our conduct here ? Will 
my friend say,—-** true, they will be miserable, but this misery will 
not be a punishment." If he will allow that men are miserable in 
another world, on account of their evil deeds here, that is all I ask 
of him. I do not care by what name he calls it. 

As respects Winchester, there is no such mighty diiferencetbe- 
tween his belief and mine. Those peculiar opinions of his which 
my friend mentions, I do not undertake to discard. In many 
essentials 1 hold with Winchester. On other less important points I 
do not pretend positively to affirm or deny. 

My op)K>nent, without himself attempting to explain the passage, 
•John V. 28, 29, says that I cannot explain it in accordance with my 
opinions ; and has undertaken to tell what I believe concerning the 
intermediate state, and the resurrection state. He tells you that I 
hold to no retribution after the resurrection. When did I ever ex- 
press such an opinion ? I hold nothing of the kind. On the con- 
trary, I declare, and wish to be distinctly understood, that to my 
apprehension there is clear proof of rewards and punishments after 
the resurrection. And I further state, that if I cannot prove from 
the word of God that men will be rewarded and punbhed after tlie 
resurrection, I cannot prove that there will be any retribution at 
all after death. I do not depend for the success of my cause upon 
proving retribution in the intermediate state. No; when I become 
so enlightened that I can explain away all the promises and threat- 
enings of retribution in the resurrection state, I shall give up at 
once my whole doctrine. You will not then find me lurking in 
the intermediate state. 

I am accused of giving pledges which I have not fulfilled. I 
deny the justice of this accusation. I asked the gentleman for a 
passage in which the phrase ** quick and dead " was taken in any 
other than a literal sense, and he cites the text^**ye who were 
deadj bath be ^trtcftened," but this is no answer to my demand. This 
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is not the phrase called for. With respect to the traditions of the 
Pharisees, I asked him for a text, in which the doctrine of a future 
retribution was classed with those traditions. Has he given it? As 
to his proving that all sinners are fully punished, in such a s^nse as 
not to have any pan of their punishment remitted, he adduces a 
text from Exodus, concerning the visiting the iniquities of the fa-' 
thers on the children, &c. With respect to this I would refer him 
to the passage in Ezekiel-— *' This proverb shall be no more used in 
Israel, The fathers have eaten sour grapes, and the children's teeth 
are set on edge." The other texts he has quoted from the Old 
Testament, and the text from Proverbs to which he gives so much 
consequence prove, as I have repeatedly said only that there is ret- 
ribution in tliis world ; a very obvious doctrine, which the Jews re- 
ceived in common with all other nations. But do these texts prove 
at all, that the retribution here is all we are to receive. I have 
not admitted as the gentleman affirms that a future retribution is 
not- taught in the Old Testament. I think that the understandings 
of the Jews were not so obtuse that they could not deduce this doc* 
trine from their own scriptures. Could they rationally suppose 
that the inhabitants of Sodom passed instantly from a condition of 
the greatest wickedness into a state as holy and blissful as that of 
Enoch and Elijah ? The doctrine of a future retribution may not 
be so clearly, and distinctly taught in the Old Testament as in the 
New ; and the same is the case widi the general doctrine of a fu- 
ture life. Therefore it is, that I have thought proper on this occa- 
sion to confine my quotations to the New Testament. 

My opponent avoids giving any explanation of Matt. x. 28, be- 
cause, as he says, it is not the object oi this debate to give me an op- 
portunity to show my talent*^ at picking his interpretations to pieces." 
This is certainly a marvellous excuse for avoiding a disagreea- 
ble task. I adduce a text which has been almost universally regard- 
ed as teaching future rewards and punishments, and I ask— if this 
text does not teach my doctrine, what does it teach? The gentle- 
man declines answering, and very gravely excuses his silence by 
saying that it is not the object of this debate to give his opponent an 
opportunity to show his ingenuity in picking his interpretations to 
pieces. Is his doctrine so feeble that it needs sustaining in this 
way? Are the scriptures so repugnant to it that it is dangerous to 
risk an explanation of them before an opponent, lest he should ex- 
pose contradictions and absurdities? Must we take the whole doc- 
trine without examination just as he pleases to set it forth — take it 
all in the gross, " for better or for worse." Are you prepared for 
this treatment ? Are you willing to plunge blind fold into a fa'tth 
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which repels the light of investigation? For my part I cannot con- 
sent to this method of indoctrination. I cannot set aside texts which 
nearly the whole christian world have always regarded as proofs of a 
future retribution, without a rational explanation to the contrary. 
And it seems to me that a good cause does not need to hide itself 
in silence. 

There is the passage, John v. 28, 29. Of which we have yet 
obtained nothing like a tolerable explanation. As the gentleman 
will not give an explanation of this text, but contents himself with 
asserting that it is not to the point, I must take the liberty to offer 
a few remarks on the interpretation usually given of it by ois breth- 
ren — presuming that he concurs with them in their views of its 
meaning. The graves, say they, denote a state of moral death in 
unbelief and sin — the resurrection denotes the coming forth into a 
state of reformation or conversion from sin, and i^ purely moral. 
Let us briefly examine the several parts of the text. Those sin- 
ners who " have done g'oorf," are to come forth to life. Sinners 
dead and buried up in graves of sin that have done good ! What 
sort of sinners are ^Aey? So sinful as to be said to be dead and 
buried in graves of sin, yet have done good in distinction from oth->« 
er sinners, who have done evil ! Were they holy sinners ? sinful 
saints ? Will this make sense ? But other dead and buried sinners 
"have done evil," have been, not holy sinners, but sinM sinners ! ! 
Is this tolerable ? Well, " they that have done good *• (while dead 
in sin) shall come forth to the resurrection of life ; i. e. be convert- 
ed to holiness, so as to do good out of their graves as well as in 
them ! Is not this an important resurrection ? But they that have 
done 'evil in these graves of sin shall come forth to the resurrec- 
tion ; i. e. shall be converted to a state of — what i holiness ? No. 
What then ? of damnation ! Let me illustrate. Here is a sinner ; 
he is so sinful as to be said to be dead and buried in sin. Now to 
raise him out of his grave we must induce him to repent and be- 
lieve. When he believes and reforms, he has experienced this 
moral resurrection. But as he did "ct;t7 " before he was convert- 
ed, his conversion must bring him into a state of damnation; i. e. 
he must be damned after conversion for what he did when dead 
and buried in sin ! ! This makes the whole perfectly plain. 



Smith. My opponent has set before the audience, with much 
ridicule, an explanation, which he says has been eiven by some, of 
the passage in die fifth chapter of John. Now I did not ^m tins 
9 
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interpretatiQD, nor is it my business to defend it; but I must confess 
I do not see any such very great difficulty, m supposing a sinner to 
be raised frdna one state of degradation to another. 

My friend says that I do dot notice his strong points ; I roust 
confess I cannot see that he has any. I might myself, with great 
justice, retort the accusation ; for many of the strongesttarguments 
which I have produced, he has not noticed at all. 

The quotation which my friend has produced from Murray, does 
not necessarily convey the sense which he gives to it. It means 
only, that sinners will continue in a state of unbelief until they are 
converted. With regard to Winchester, I did not say that he de- 
nied a future retribution. I only pointed out the discrepancies be- 
tween his opinions and those of my friend. My opponent admits 
that some of the texts he produces are figurative. Winchester un- 
derstood these in a literal sense ; I take it, my friend does not be- 
lieve in literal jire and brimstone. But if these texts are partly 
figurative, why not understand them wholly in the same way ? With 
respect to the second deaths for instance, mentioned in Revelations, 
I have produced a text which shows that it must be understood of 
something that took place in this life. That text my opponent has 
neither answered nor explained. 

The judgments so often spoken of and referred to, particularly, 
in Hebrews, x. 27 — ^29, are the judgments which happened in our 
Savior's time, in the destruction of Jerusalem. Those judgments 
could not have happened under the law, because it is said, ** the 
law and the prophets were till John ;" after that time, the gospel 
dispensation commenced ; and under this dispensation, the judg- 
ments happened which overwhelmed the Jews. Christ said, ^' For 
judgment am Icome into the world;" again — "Now is the judg- 
ment of this world." If so, then the judgment must have been 
here ; for if the judgment was not here, how could Christ be said 
to have come for judgment ? 

My friend thinks that the Jews, must have believed in his doc- 
trine of a future retribution. If so, it is certainly very remarkable, 
that no traces of it can be found in the Jewish scriptures. If true, 
it is a very important doctrine. It is so represented by divines of 
the present day, who dwell upon it at very great length, and ex- 
press it with all sufficient clearness. We see nothing of the kind 
in the Jewish scriptures. We read there of a retribution in 
this world, without one hint about a retribution in another 
world, "The righteous shall be recompensed in the earth." IVodi- 
ing is added about any other recompense. Yesterday my friend 
contended strongly for the natural mterpretation. Now what is 
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the natural interpretation of this text? Does this say any thing 
about a future retribution ? and if there was any such thing, was not 
this the place to say so? Let my friend produce a text, if he can, 
as decisive on his side of the question as this is on mine. He 
thinks his doctrine so reasonable, that the Jews could not help be- 
lieving it. L^t us put an example to show how reasonable it is. 
A child transgresses, and the father punishes him — some time after- 
wards, he again gives him a sound beating. The child asks^ '^ fa- 
ther, why is this ?" the fatlier answers — " It is on account of such 
and such a transgression.^' " Yes," replies the child, "but you 
punished me for tliat at the time." " I punished you at the time, 
It is true," says the father, " but I did not punish you wholly, and 
this is the balance of the punishment which I did not then inflict.'* 

' My friend, you will recollect, allows, that there is a retribution here ; 
but he insists, also, upon having one hereafter. 

My friend attempts to ofiset the passage I quoted yesterday from 
Exodus by another passage from Ezekiel, — " This proverb shall 
be no more used," be. What Ezekiel had reference to was a 
proverb, what I quoted was the word of scripture. This conduct 

* of my friend reminds me of what was done in the old Connecticut 
colony, where they voted " to take the law of God for their guide, 
until they could make a better." 

My friend, in vindicating his doctrine of forgiveness, challenged 
me to produce a passage, which proved that men might be punish- . 
ed, and yet forgiven. I produced the text from Exodus, above re- 
ferred to, and several others besides. The only reply my friend 
makes, is to say, he does not believe in an unforgiving God. He 
formerly asked us, whether, if two men die, one holy, the other an 
infamous, character, we could suppose they would both enter alike 
on eternal happiness ? Let us see how this is. One mal) sins, af- 
terwards he repents, and dies reformed ; another man lives well, 
afterward he falls into temptation, and dies sinning. What is the 
difference here, except a difference in time ? Both have sinned, 
both have lived virtuously ; are not both equally entitled to be re- 
warded or to be punished ? Sh^U the one who was so unlucky as 
to have his time of sin, at the end of his life, suffer all the punish- 
ment, while his more lucky, but equally sinful companion, enjoys all 
the reward? As a further illustration of this example let me put the 
case of Sampson. — ^In what state of mind did he die? By liis own 
folly and sin he had fallen into the power of the Philistines, -and he 
ended his life by suicide, at the same time destroying a vast num- 
ber of bis enemies. Yet Sampson is enumerated in Hebrews, 
ak>ng with Enoch, and many other worthies, who are expressly sta- 
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ted to have obtained the favor of God. Will my opponent explain 
to us bow' this can be ? 

My friend still calls on me to explain the passage in ihe tenth 
chapter of Matthew. Let him first show that that text has any ref- 
erence to the subject now under discussion. I did not come here 
to give lucid interpretations of texts. All that devolves on me is, 
tp examine the texts which my friend cites \ and if it appears that 
they have no reference to the doctrine in support of which he cites 
them, as far as the present discusi^ion is concerned, it is not of the 
slightest consequence what they mean, nor is it incumbent upon me 
to tell. 



Ballou. My opponent still insists that it is not for him to prove 
a negative, and intimates that it depends solely on me to hasten the 
debate. In order to do so, I will adduce a few more texts, that 
prove punishments hereafter for deeds done here. 

" The Son of man shall send forth His angels, and they shall 

Sather out of his kingdom all things which offend, and them which 
o iniquity } and shall cast them into a furnace of fire ; there shall 
be wailing and gnashing of teeth. Then shall the righteous shine 
forth as the sun m tlie kingdom of their father," Matt. xiii.41 — 43. 
^ " So shall it be at the end of the world : the angels shall come 
* forth, and sever the wicked from among the just, and shall cast 
them into the furnace of fire : there shall be wailing and gnashing 
of teeth," ver. 49, 50. 

If my friend should attempt to give us the meaning of the word 
world in this passage by the help of a translation, he will recollect 
that some people are great sticklers for the Utercd sense, and can 
have nothing to do with translations, 

"For this they willingly are ignorant of, that by the word of God 
the heavens were of old, and the earth standing out of the water 
and in the water, whereby the world that then was, being overflow- 
ed with water perished: but the heavens and the earth, which are 
now, by the same word are kept in store, reserved unto fire against 
the day of judgment and perdition of ungodly men. But beloved 
be not ignorant of this one thing, that one day is with the Lord as 
a thousand years, and a thousand years as one day," &c. 2 Pet. 
iii. 5 — 8, 

Considerable has been said about the things treated of in the 
book of Revelations shortly coming to pass. In this passage fiom 
Peter, we are admonished not to be ignorant that with the Lord 
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^'one day is as a thousand years, and a thousand years as one day." 
Therefore what he has promised or threatened will be* fulfilled in 
his own time ; and we are not to define the times and seasons, wheth- 
er spoken of as near at hand or distant. 

" When the Son of man shall come in hi§ glory, and all the holy 
angels with him, then shall he sit upon the throne of his glory : and 
before him shall be gathered al! nati6ns, and he shall separate them 
one from another as a shepherd divicleth his sheep from the goats : 
and he shall set the sheep on his right hand, but the goats on his 
left, then shall the king say unto those on his right hand ; Come ye 
blessed, &c. — ^Then shall he say, also, unto those on his left hand, 
depart ye cursed hito everlasting fire, &c. And these shall go away 
into everlasting punishment, but the righteous into life eternal." 
Matt. XXV. 31 — 46. 

It is my desire that my opponent would offer at once what he 
has to say on these important texts. But if he intends to pass them 
over in silence, as he has served many preceding passages 
urged in this debate, thus tacitly acknowledging that he cannot ex- 
plain them consistently with his doctrine, so be it. I shall at least 
have done my duty in presenting them. 

With regard to my several passages concerning a future judg- 
ment, he has set them all aside by quoting several fragments of 
texts, which he pretends teach that the judgment is in this world. 
He quotes the words of Christ — " For judgment am I come into* 
the world," and^' now is the judgment of this world." I will also» 
quote the words of Christ. '^If any man hear my words and be- 
lieve not, I judge him not; for I came not to judge the world but 
to save the world." This is from the same book, and the same 
general connexion with my friend's quotations. Of what use is it 
to cite texts merely by the sound of words. The word judgment 
is used in so many senses that it would be easy to find passages 
which in the mere sound favored the most contrary positions. The 
texts relied on by the gentleman to prove that the judgment of man- 
kind is here in this world are entirely misapplied. If he had quo- 
ted them entire, this would have been readily perceived. I will do 
this for him. — " For judgment am I come into this world ; that they 
which see not might see ; and that they which see might be made 
blind." Do Universalists believe that Christ came into the world 
to employ judgmentSi which, instead of being disciplinary, tend 
only to make them that see, blind ? Again ; " Now is tlie judg- 
ment of this world; now is the prince of this world cast out." 
Christ said this just before his crucifixion. So the judgment of 
this world took place about eighteen hundred years ago ; sentence 
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was then executed— the Prince of this world cast out, and the 
whole business finished. What then has the present to do with 
what was so long ag:o finished. Is that finished judgment still in 
progress ? Why will men resort to such shifts ? 

My friend insists, that the passage which he has quoted from 
Revelations, in which it is said 'Uhe beast and false prophet were 
cast alive into the lake of fire," proves that the second deaths must be 
in this life. But according to his interpretation, second death means 
relapse. Now does the gentleman intend to maintain, that the beast 
Rnd fabe prophet hsid once been converted, and fallen into a re- 
lapse ? 

The case he puts, of a child chastised by bis father directly con- 
tradicts the doctrine he himself maintained yesterday. Did be not 
then tell us that we have the punishment of our sins partly at the 
time, and partly in fruits afterwards. Now he turns about and ridi- 
cules his own doctrine, by the similitude of a father whipping bis 
child a little at first, and severely several years afterwards. 

He says be " did not come here to give ludd interpretations of 
texts. For what, then, did be come here ? To evade all such la- 
bor } If he came here to prove die doctrine which he holds, 
ought he not to have come prepared to show that it is consis- 
tent with the scriptures ? 

Were I challenged by an orthodox clergyman to discuss with 
him the subject of never-ending punishment, and he should over- 
whelm me with a host of passages, altogether, seemingly repugnant 
to my doctrine, and I should get up and tell the audience that I 
had hot come there to give " ludd interpretations of Scripture " — 
what would they think of me and my cause ? Would they not re- 
gard it as a virtual acknowledgement that the Bible was against me, 
and my cause indefensible? 



Smith. The passage in Proverbs seems to be a stumbling stone, 
which my friend cannot get over, nor get round, and what he says 
by way of escaping from it, is of no weight. As to my other texts 
to the same effect, it is easy for the gentleman to ridicule them, 
and pretend that they do not support niy doctrine. I might do the 
same by him if I were so disposed. Those texts 1 introduced to 
show that the scriptures declare that men shall be rewarded and 
punished in this world for what they do here. Now if the scrip- 
tures do teach this doctrine, and if they say nothing about any ret- 
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ributioD hereaFter, we have no right to suppose that there will be 
such vretribution. I wish he would produce texts equally conclu' 
sive on his side of tlie question. 

I must repeat again, on the subject of explaining texts, that when 
ray opponent produces passages tnat have no reference at all to the 
subject under dispute, 1 do not consider myself bound to give any 
explanation of them. If he will first show that those texts, which 
be produces do refer to the future state of existence, it will then be 
time enough for me to show, that they do not teach rewards and 
punishments in that future state, for deeds that we have done here 
on earth ; but until my friend shows that his texts have some refer- 
ence to his subject, I do not consider that I have any thing to do 
with them. 

My friend says that the text, John xii. 47, and the context will 
explain away my doctrine about Christ's coming to judge the w6rld. 
Read the passage and see whether it explains it away. 

My firiend has produced quite a number of texts, and supposes, 
no doubt, that be has imposed quite a task upon me, to explain 
them; t>ut as I cannot see that they refer at all to the future, im- 
mortal state, I do not consider that they have any reference to the 
subject under discussion, and thus they may be very briefly disposed 
of. 

Take the text. Matt. xxv. 31—45. Let my opponent show if 
he can, that the time there mentioned " when the Son of man shall 
come in his glory," relates to a future state of existence. Let him 
ihow if be can, that the eternal life spoken of in that passage re* 
lates, at all, to a future, immortal state of existence, and is not rath- 
er to be understood of this life , and let him show that the rewards 
and punishments spoken of in that passage, were bestowed in a fu- 
ture, immortal state of existence, on account of things done here 
in this world. When he does this, it will be soon enough for me 
to answer him. 

As to the passage 2 Pet. iii. The last days spoken of in that 
passage do not refer to the final end of the world, but merely to 
the times of the Messiah. In the same way Pdul says in the epistle 
to the Hebrews, that God has in these last days spoken to us by his 
Son. So also in 2 Tim. iii. 2, it is said—" ui the last days peril- 
ous tiroes shall come." 

There are numerous other passages in, which the like phrases are 
used to express the times of the Messiah. And in the same sense 
we may understand the above words from Peter. This whole pas- 
sage then applies to something that has long since happened. It 
can give no support to the doctrine which my firiend advocates. 
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It is not necessajy that I should take any further notice of the pas* 
sage in ttie fifth chapter of John. As to that in the tenth chapter of 
Matthew, I some time since challenged my opponent to show that 
the word soul in that text, means the immortal spirit of man. This 
he has not yet done ; and until he does, it will not be necessary for 
me to' notice that passage any further. 



Afternoon. 

Ballou. My opponent still contends that it is of no avail for roe to 
advance texts, unless I prove, in the first place, that they refer tea 
future state, and in the second place, that the rewards and punish*, 
ments of which they speak, are on account of deeds done in this 
life. But why am I drivsn to this? Does my opponent think it 
likely that people may be rewarded and punished in the life to come, 
for what they do in that life ? If he does, let him say so ; tf he 
does not, why require me to controvert a point be does not himself 
believe? If he holds it impossible that there should be rewards 
and punishments of any sort in the future life, why does he speak 
as though there might be a retribution then for the deeds done 
there^ and require me to prove, so exactly, that the rewards and 
punishments mentioned in the texts quoted, are to be on account 
of the deeds done in this life? 

He insists I should show that the texts quoted by me, mean ex- 
actly what I take them to mean, and that they cannot, by possibility, 
mean any thing else ; and he demands a passage which says in so 
many words-^*" men will bo punished and rewarded in the future, 
immortal state for the deeds done in this life." Now suppose my 
friend was disputing with an ortliodox clergymen, and endeavoring 
to prove his doctrine* of Universalism. Suppose he shotild adduce 
for that purpose, those texts which Universalists usually cite.— 
Would he consider it a fair proceeding, on the part of his opponent} 
if he refused to examine or explain those texts, and insisted on the 
presentation of a passage which said, in so many word»— "all men 
will certainly be happy from the moment of death? 

Now the numerous texts adduced by me in this discussion to es- 
tablish the doctrine of future rewards and punishments have been 
deemed conclusive proofs of that doctrine by nearly the whole i^hris- 
tian world. In addition to this consideration I have already shown 
that many of them can mean nothing else. I have called oo my 
opponent, in view of these facts, to come forward with an kiterpre- 
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tatioD whicb might satisfy a ratioaal mind of its consistency witit 8 
belief tha^ the Scriptures teach a perfect retribution in the present 
life. How does he meet this just demand ? Why, by informing 
the audience that he did not come here to give ltu:id interpreta" 
iions of Scripture; nor to furnish expositions for me to " pick lo 
pieces ;*' nor to prove a negative : by informing the audience that 
certain words and phrases may mean something else thaQ they seem 
to mean — ^that I am bound to show that my texts necessarily relate 
to the future state — and, finally, that if they do teach a retribution 
after death, (which, mark well, neither he nor any of his brediren 
admit,) I must take good care and show that such retribution will 
be administered for deeds done in this mortal state. I leave the , 
audience to judge what sort of a cause my friend has, tliat it must 
be sustained by all these shifts and evasions. 

Nevertheless, though I can acknowledge myself under no sort of 
obligation to comply with my opponent's demands on these poiots, 
I am willing to make a business of showing that my proof texts ne- 
cessarily teach, both that there will be retribution after death, aiyl 
that it will be on account of deeds done in this life. I commence 
with Rev. xx. 11 — 15. There it is said by the Revelatpr — ** And 
I saw a great white throne and him that sat on it, from whose face 
the earth and the heaven fled away, and there was found no place 
for them.'' The earth and heaven having passed away, what next 
did he see ? " And I saw the dead small and great stand before 
God." Were all these alive on earth after the earth and heavegs 
had* fled away?. Or were they those who had passed through 
death ? The whole is plain enough.* This judgment must be after 
death. Now let us see on account of what works they are repre- 
sented as being judged. " And the books were opened \ and aootb-^ 
er book was opened, which is the book of life, and the dead were 
judged out of those things which were written in the books accord- 
ing to their works." What does all this mean? There is OQ.beed 
01 imagining that God will open literal books at the iudgmeat. 
Books are spoken of in a figurative sense. But a figure has its ap- 

Eropriate meaning. Sometbipgis signified by the figure of ^ Books' 
eiiig opened. Men keep books of account and books of record. 
For what purpose do they keep such books ? Is it not that at some 
future day they may be consulted as accounts and chronicles of 
past events? And when men appeal to books of account or record, 
is it not for the purpose of calling up matters apd events of the past t 
Do they go to such books to know what is present 9 We cannot 
but understand these things. Now tlie text teaches that ux the day 
of judgment, after death, God will call to. remjembran,ce past worlp!^ 

^ la 
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•—works dont prior to death. Th« whole figure would be destroy^ 
ed at once, by supposing that God opened books to judge men for 
works of the then present time. If my opponent's doctrine of a 
judgment perpetually going on which has regard only to present 
conduct, be correct, books of remembrance are out of tLe question* 
Remembrance relates to the past, not to the present. If this pas- 
sage speaks not of a judgnient after death for the deeds done in the 
body, of what does it speak ? What else can be made of it ? 

So likewise the third chapter of 2 Peter. Read it and see if my 
interpretation is not just. "By the word of God the hearefis were 
of old, and the earth standing out of the water and in the water ; 
whereby the world that then was, being overflowed with water per- 
ished." I suppose my friend will not deny that this refers to 
Noah's flood, and that the world was really overflowed withr water. 
He will not pretend that Noah's flood was a moral, or a figurative, 
but a Ut9r(d flood. Listen then — "But the heavens and the earth 
which are now, by the same word are kept in store, reserved unto 
fire against the day of judgment and perdition of ungodly men. 
Here we find it plainly taught that the earth which was once over- 
flowed with water, is reserved unto fire to be burned, as is said in 
the tenth verse — "The earth also, and the works that are therein, 
shall be burned up." To what period are the heavens and the earth 
Tuervei^ — " Against the day of judgment and perdition of un- 
' godly men." There is no referring this to any other period than 
the predicted, literal end of time. Any attempt at such an expla- 
BitioD would confound itself. 

There, too, is the passage^ John v. 28, 29 — " All that are in 
the graves shall beilr his voice." Those that are in the graves 
must be dead ; and those that are dead cannot be alive in this 
world. This carries us forward to the future state. Then they 
shall come forth to a resurrection ; those that have done good to 
fife, those that have done evil to damnation. Not those that shall 
ao in that world, but those that have done. Have done, where ? 
Not in their graves, certainly ; for in the grave no man can do either 
good or evil. It then must refer to what they had done in this life 
before going into their graves. What can be plainer? Yet the 
gentleman cooly asks — ^what is there in this passage that teaches 
retribution in a future life for deeds done in the present ? What is 
there m it, I ask, that teaches any thing else ? Or that can be made 
to mean any thing else ? 

Smith. I suppose the gentleman now feels very confident, that 
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he has made out his case io quite an incontrovertible manner. But 
1 do not see that he has advanced a step. He has only repeated 
over his old texts, without bringing forward any thing new. He 
seems to think it very hard, that he is called upon to show that the 
passages he produces refer to a future state, and that the punish* 
raents and rewards are on account of the deeds done in this life. 
He seems to imply that I throw the laboring oar upon him. I do 
not wish to do so. I do not wish throw it upon him, or to take it 
upon myself. All I want is, that each of us should pull his own 
side. I only wish that he should produce texts that clearly refer to 
a future state, and teach clearly that we are to be rewarded and 
punished there, for what we have done here. 

Does his passage in Rev. xx. do this ? In that passage we read 
that all the dead great and small, stood before God. Now it is 
clear that those who were literally dead could not stand before the 
throne. Then this passage must be, at least, partly figurative. 
The word dead must be figurative. Now I have shown that Christ 
judges . the quick and dead in this worlds I have shown besides 
that people are dead and even twice dead^ while they are yet living 
in this world. My opponent relies on the words *' the heaven and 
earth had passed away." But this is plainly figurative, and is used 
in the same way that the prophet Hageai uses similar expressions. 
If the dead were to be judged, then all must have been judgedt 
good and bad, and how does this agree with my friend's doctrine 
that the transgressions of the righteous are not to be counted against 
them. 

As to the passage from 2 Pet. iii. I still insist that the kut days 
there mentioned is the same time, elsewhere spoken of as the ena^ 
the end of the worlds the latter timeSf be. and refers entirely to the 
time of the Messiah. Read over the whole passage and see if it 
contains the doctrine that we shall be punished in the future, im* 
mortal state oi existence for the deeds we have done b this life. 
I can see nothing of this sort in it. 

As to the passage in the fifth chapter of John, it is as difiScult for 
my friend to explajn as for me. He holds that men pass immedi- 
ately after death into a state of happiness or misery. He believes 
that the retribution, to which he holds, commences immediately 
after death. How then will he apply to the end of the world, a 
passage which speaks of men coming out of their graves to be 
judged, after which judgment the retribution commences? Be- 
sides, if our Lord intended to teach the doctrine which my friend 
ascribes to liim, when he speaks in the 20th of Luke, of the future, 
immortal state, why does he pot give some intimation of an bequahty 
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of condition in that state ? Why does h« speak of all, as being 
equal to the aogels ? why does he not say, that some would be re- 
^warded for the good they had done, in this life, and others punish- 
ed for their evil deeds here ? The gentleman says that he believes 
the Old Testament teaches this doctrine. If it does, I wish he 
would show it. He cnight then be justified in making such appli- 
cations as he has done of the words of the New Testament. 

He says my doctrine is licentious; but it appears to me, that his 
doctrine of repentance is much more licentious. It is a mere en- 
couragement to people to go on sinning, under the hope that they 
can repent at last, and make all right. Take a case. — There are 
two men, both sinners, one kills the other. The one who is killed 
enters, at once, into a state of punishment and misery. The other 
IS found guilty, and sentenced to be hung. He is visited by pious 
clergyman, and persuaded to repent. He swings off singing — (witli 
the negro, who was executed at the South for murdering his mas- 
ter) — " I'm bound for the kingdom, will you go to glory with me," 
and lands at oncet in a state of everlasting felicity. Is not this a 
licentious doctrine? Does not this hold out encouragement to 
crime? 

If I tell a man that he must inevitably suffer the punishment of 
his sins, and that there is no hope of pardon or escape, it may avail 
to deter him from crime. But as long as I liold out this hope of 
forgiveness, I hold Qi;t the idea of repentance in a prison, ox on a 
death bed, and am only encouraging men to sin. It is easy for men 
to rely on such an expectation. And under the false notion they 
are led to entertain, that sin is pleasant, if it were not for its pun- 
ishment in another world ; they seek to arrange matters so, as to 
get all the pleasure of sin, and make sure besides, of n blessed 
eternity. But when men are persuaded that the consequbnces of 
vice are inevitable, and that in this world, they will certamly expe- 
rience them, they act always under the influence of a powerful 
check* It is punishment here, that men are afraid of* They care 
Uttle for it when it is put off to a future existence. 



Ballou. I should have been pleased if my friend, instead of re- 
curring to old pomts, had improved the time in answering some of 
the difficulties and questions which I have suggested. 

He answers my remarks gn thQ passage from Revelations, by 
saying that those who were standing before the throne, must have 
Seen alive, because the dead could not stand before a throne. Ur- 
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•doubtedly they were alive — tbey had been raised ; the 8ea had giv- 
en up the dead that were in it, and death and hell had given up 
the dead that were in them. Tbey were alivcj but it was in anoth- 
er life, not the life of this world. 

What be says concerning tlie second death, and the beast and 
JaUe prophet^ I have sufficiently answered already. I have beard 
no reply to roy remarks on that interpretation of bis, which made 
the second death a relapse from a converted state. 

I admit that the righteous will be judged as well as the wicked. 
But there is such a thing as un acquittal. Judgment does not ne- 
cessarily imply condemnation. 

In remarking on the passage from 2 Pet. iii. the gentleman con- 
tends that tlie '^ last days^^^ there spoken of, denote the same peri- 
od of time elsewhere denominated the " end of the world,^^ He 
has informed us that this '' end of the world " was about the time 
of Christ's death and resurrection, and, if I mistake not, quoted 
Paul to the Hebrews, where he says — " Now once in the end of 
the world bath be appeared to put away sin by the sacrifice of 
himself," be. .Let us see where this will carry us. It is under- 
stood that this episde of Peter was written about A. D. 66 — more 
than thirty years after Christ's death and resurrection, i. e. more 
'i than thirty years after "the €nd of the world,^^ or after the " last 
■ days.*^ So then Peter predicted thirty years after the ^^last Jay«." 
what woukl come to pass in the ^^last clays," — " There shall come 
in the last days scoffers, walking after their own lusts, and saying, 
where is the promise of his coming ; for since the fathers fell asleep, 
all things continue as they were from tlie beginning of the creation." 
This is all so plain and fair that comment is unnecessary. This 
fortelling events, thirty years after they had taken place, does Pe- 
ter about as much honor, as some of roy friend's interpretations 
have Paul. Universalism makes every thing wonderfully consistent. 

He seems to find no convenient method of getting over the 
passage in John, and therefore endeavors to make a difficulty for 
roe. He tells you what I believe about mankind all going into hap- 
piness or misery at death, and says that this notion is altogetlier ir-» 
reconcileable with my construction of the text. Of what conse- 
quence 18 it whether I bold this doctrine, or believe that ibere is an 
intermediate state of delay. Is this a question to which we should 
turn aside from our main discussion ? ny no means. Nor will I 
allow my opponent to divert the attention of the audience to sueb 
foreign topics. 

He refers to Luke xx. 27 — 38 as a passage in which Christ 
taught the doctrine of aa equally happy, future existence lot aU 
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mankind. It is his answer to the Sadducees. Let us test two or 
three prominent verses of this passage by the gentleman's favorite 
rule 01 interpretation. We will take the following words; — "The 
children of this world marry and are given in marriage. But thej 
which shall be accounted worthy to obtain that world and the re- 
surrection from the dead, neither marry nor are given in marriage.' 
Now to use his oft repeated Question, " what does this text say 
about a future state ? The " aead^^ are spoken of. True ; but it 
has been abundantly shown that men may be "c^eacl" in unbelief 
and sin, and yet all the while alive in this world. The " resurrec" 
tion of the dead^^ is spoken of. True ; but eminent orthodox 
commentators have shown that this word resurrection in the origi- 
nal signifies, sometimes, ^^ rising from obscurity to eminence,^* 
or from " darkness to lighty^ and many passages which speak 
of the resurrection of the dead have already been luminously 
shown to convey a figurative meaning. "The children of this 
Vforld^^ and they that shall be accounted worthy to obtain thatworJd^ 
are spoken of in contrast. Very true ; but world here means age. 
" This xcorld^^^ so termed, came to an end about the time Christ 
was crucified — and ^^that worlJ^'^^ so termed, commenced at his 
resurrection — when the apostles sat on the twelve thrones, judging 
the twelve tribes of Israel, all which has been fully set forth by my 
friend. "They that shall be accounted worthy to obtain that 
world :" this shows that works have something to do with the mat- 
ter. But we know that the future existence is to be a ^^ free gift to 
alL^^ So the passage must be confined to the present life. But 
how is it explaipable, tliat they who belong to " that world " neith- 
er marry nor are given in marriage? This is said of them, because 
the spiritual resurrection of men introduces them into Christ's king- 
dom in this world, with which flesh and blood have nothing to do. 
It is a heavenly state of the mind, whioh has nothing to do 
with mere mortal connexions. It is well known, however, that 
the Shakers profess to belong pre-eminently to the new resurrec- 
tion state, and that they literally neither marry nor are given mar- 
riage. So whether literal or figurative nothing can be plainer than 
that Luke xx. 27 — 38 has no reference whatever to the future 
state. I have carried out my opponent's method of interpreting 
the scripture, and it leaves him destitute of all support from this 
passage. Now can he name a text to prove a future existence, 
which may not easily be shown by his own rules to relate wholly to 
something in the present life. 

He continues to set at nought my doctrine of forgiveness, and to 
affirm that it is not taught in the Scriptures. He tells you that the 
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threatenings of the Bible are wholly Uncouditional — making no pro- 
vision in favor of those who repent. 

I will put this matter to rest by appealing to the law and the tes- 
timony. Let me read you a passage or two from the sacred book. 
ijf^^^ At what instant I shall speak concerning a nation, and con- 
cerning a kingdom, to pluck up, and to pull down, and to destroy 
it; if that nation against whom I have pronounced, turn from their 
evil, I will repent of the evil that I thought to do unto them." — Jer. 
xviii. 7, 8. " But if the wicked will turn from all his sins that 
he hath committed, and keep all my statutes, and do that which 
is lawful and right, he shall surely live, he shall not die : all his 
transgressions that he hath committed, they shall not be mentioned 
unto him." — Ezek. xviii. 21, 22. This is what tt^e Bible says con- 
cerning this subject, and you can all judge whether there are any 
conditions in favor of the penitent or not The principles laid down 
in these passages were exemplified in the treatment oi God towards 
the Ninevites, in whose favor he remitted the threatened punish- 
ment, because they became penitent. Let my opponent get over 
this testimony if he can. 



Smith. My friend complains that I bring up old matters. I 
brought them up because I thought them important. 

He has reviewed my interpretation of the passage in the twentieth 
chapter of Revelations, but he has not overturned it. I have pro- 
ved that men arp said to be dead^ even while living in this world-— 
that they are also said to be raised^ while still living in this world, 
and that the second death is in this world. This he has not refuted, 
though he has attempted it; for though it is said, tiiat over those 
who have a part in the first resurrection, the second death has no 
power, yet it is to be recollected, that as soon as a person relapses, 
he looses his part in the first resurrection ; his name is blotted out ; 
he ceases to have any part in it; and is altogether in the same sit- 
uation as though he had never participated in the first resurrection 
at all. These passages in the Revelations must refer to something 
that takes place in this world, for I am well convinced that John 
was not deceived, when he wrote — " These things Will shortly come 
to pass." 

My friend allows that all, both the righteous and the sinners, shall 
be judged ; but the righteous, he says, will be acquitted. But does 
not the passage in 2 Cor. v« 10, say, that all shall be Judged ae- 
eording to their uforka* Now my friend admits that all men sin, 
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even the righteous; and if all are to be judged according to their 
works, how are the righteous to be acquitted of those sins, which 
it is acknowledged they have committed ? 

In his remarks on the passage which I cited from Luke X5t. he 
confines himself particularly to the word worthy, &c. But if he 
will take the whole passage together, it is sufficiently evident that 
Christ intended to teach, that the circumstance that men were chil- 
dren of the resurrection, would make them equal to the angek. 
He made no distractions nor exceptions. He did not confine it to 
those who had done good in this world, or exclude those who had 
done evil. He implied that all the children of the resurrection 
would enjoy this exaltation. 

Ad to the passage in John v. concerning the coming forth from 
the graves, there is an allusion to the same event spoken of in the 
12th chapter of Daniel, where the prophet says — " Many wha 
sleep in the dust of the earth shall arise, some to shame and ever- 
lasting contempt." That Christ might have alluded to the same 
event, referred to by Daniel, is evident from the fact, that in speak- 
ing of the destruction of Jerusalem, Christ refers to the prophet 
Daniel, from which it appears, also, that Daniel when he speaks of 
shame and everlasting contempt, did not refer to tlie end of the 
world, but to those temporal calamities and miseries which were to 
come upon the Jews at the destruction of Jerusalem. In the same 
way, we may explain the parable of the tares, in which mention is 
made of a furnace of fire. If my opponent would apply that para- 
ble to prove putfishment in the other world, let him show that the Lord 
has a furnace offire in the other world. I can show that he had one 
in this World. The 12th chapter of Ezekiel shows that Jerusalem 
was this furnace, where the Lord would gather the Jews, to' try them 
like metal in the melting-pot In the 3 J st chapter of the prophecy of 
Isaiah, it is also distinctly stated that the Lord's furnace is in Jeru- 
salem. 

There is no sentiment more clearly taught in the Bible, than 
that there is a judgment in this world ; a retribution here, to ev- 
ery, man according as he is good or bad. This my opponent al- 
lows. Is it not very remarkable, that the doctrine of future retri- 
bution for the deeds done in this life, — if this doctrine is true — is 
not more distinctly taught in the scriptures than we find it? We 
find I'nention made of severe temporal calamity overtaking wicked 
men on account of their wicked actions. Their deaths are fre- 

Siuently ascribed to this cause ; but there is no allusion made to the 
act, that they leave this world only to enter upon a state of severen 
punishment and more afflictive sufierings. 
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We read of the deaths of Absalom, Abimilec, JudaSi Anaaiat 
and Saphira, without any intimations that they left ibis world for a 
place of torment. In relating tiie death of Herod, the scriptures' 
say, only, that he was smitten of God and died ; they make no 
mention of any torments he was to suffer after death. If such was 
to be the case — if this retribution in which my friend believes — ^in 
reality awaited them, is it not very surprising that the scriptures say 
nothing about it ? And ought not my friend to produce some pas- 
sage in which this doctrine is clearly and explicitly taught ? 



Ballou. According to the arrangement concluded between the 
parties, this is the last time I shall address this audience on the very 
important question which we have been debating for three days. ' 

My friend continues to demand a passage from the Bible which 
clearly inculcates my doctrine of future retribution. After all the 
texts I have adduced, many of which he has not even attempted ta 
explain, he still calls for proof, proof! I absolutely despair of an- 
swering this reiterated call to his satisfaction. Should one rise from* 
the dead asd testify to the truth of tliis doctrine, I fear my oppo- 
nent would still remain incredulous. 

There is the passage Matt. x. 28 — '< Fear not them that kill the 
body," &c. of which the gentleman undertakes to offer no expla- 
nation whatever. Some of his bretlir^n have attempted to explain 
it in accordance with their doctrine. For want oi an exposition' 
from him I shall take theirs into examination. They begin by m- 
forming us that the word translated **M/'^ in this text means sim- 
ply " Mcourge.^^ This posiuon they endeavor to sustain by assert- 
ing that the Jews of our Savior's times had no power to put to 
death, but were allowed by their Roman masters to inflict the les- 
ser punishments of scaurgingj &tc. The Romans only had power 
to inflict capital punishments, and to take away life. To be de- 
stroyed '^soul and body '' in hell, was to bo put to death as a cul- 
prit in the valley of Hinnom, near Jerusalem, by the Roman pow- 
er. Let us now suppose Cbrist'a Universalist. He calls bis ifif- 
ciples before hisi and exhorts them, saying — " Go forth and preach 
the true doctrine of Universal happiness at death. The Jews will* 
oppose and persecute you to the utmost extent of thei^ power. 
But they have no authority to take your life — they cannot inflict 
dea^A— they can only subject you to scourging and other tortures. 
Therefore preach boldly, and fear not the' Jews with their mmor 
punishments of scourging and. torture— foa^ nothing but death fron|. 

11 
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the Romans. If you find yourselves in any danger of thokt on ac- 
count of my doctrine, then tremble. Fear and avoid being killed 
outright ; yea, fear death ; for in that event you will go directly 
to heaven, and there be ready to welcome your murderers when 
released from mortality to an equality with the angels — (a consun^ 
nation devoutly to he dreaded.^ Here is the very essence of con- 
sistency. Must not the common sense of this audience admire such 
expositions of Scripture ? 

As my opponent continues to call for texts in proof of my doc- 
trine, I will embrace the passing moment to refer him to two more, 
viz. Luke xvi. 19 — 31, — the parable of the rich man and Lazarus, 
There it is said — " The beggar died, and was carried by angels into 
Abraham's bosom : the rich man also died and was buried, and in 
hell he lifted up his eyes, being in torments." Does not this speak 
of retribution after, death in terms plain enough to be understood ? 
Again ; '^ It is appointed unto men once to die, but after this the 
judgment" — Heb. ix. 27. I know very well that these passages, 
like all the others, have, been set aside by Universalists, as having 
no reference to the future state ; but that affords no reason to my» 
mind for relinquishing the natural and obvious sense of the lan- 

Siage. Time will not permit me to adduce any more texts, 
aoy, therefore, which I intended to offer are necessarily left in 
store for future occasions. 

The gentleman has gone all lengths in confining the application 
of Scripture to this world. When I offer a passage, his usual plea 
18, "i^ tays nothing about a future state — it relates to events of the 
present fc/c." The whole book of Revelations has been disposed 
of hi this very summary and convenient manner, including two 
of the strongest texts usually quoted in support of the doclrine 
of universal salvation. To get dd of a future retribution, every 
thing is made to stand aside. This almost total confinement 
of scripture testimony to the present world, led me to demand of 
the gentleman some passage which, in his opinion, infallibly teaches 
the doctrine of a future existence ; for it seemed to me that to be 
consistent in his principles of Scripture exposition, the whole Bible 
mustbe made to relate to things here in time. It seems so still. I 
do not believe he can name a single text, which by his own chosen 
rules of interpretation, may not and mu^st not be confined to matters 
and events of the present state. He quoted Luke xx. — Christ's an- 
swer to the Sadducees, as a passage in his favor, but you have 
seen bow easily and necessarily I confine that to things in this 
world. I knpw not to what part of the Bible he can go for proof 
of a future immortal existence. He undoubtedly thinks he could 
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refer to the 15th of 1 Cor. and the 4th of 1 Thess,. These I know 
are fundamental Universalist texts. But I can easily show by their 
process of reasoning, that neither of these texts relate to the future 
world. Listen : it is acknowledged on all hands, that these two 
chapters speak of the same events. And what do they say ?- - 
"Behold 1 show you a mystery. We shall not all sleep, [be dead] 
but WE shall all be changed, in a moment, in the twinkling of an 
eye, at the last trump : for the trumpet shall sound and the dead 
shall be raised incorruptible, and we shall be changed." 1 Cor. 
XV. 61, 52 — " For this we say unto you by the word of the Lord^ 
that WE which are ALIVE, and remain unto the coming of iha 
Lord, shall not prevent them which are asleep, [dead]. For the 
Lord himself shall descend from heaven with a shout, with the 
voice of the arch-angel and with the trump of God : and the dead 
in Christ shall rise first. Tlien WE which are ALIVE and re* 
main shall be caught up together with them in the clouds, &c. 1 
Thess. iv. 13 — 17. Now how does the gentleman dispose of my 
proof texts 9 How does he explain away the whole 24tb and 25ih 
chapters of Matt, and numerous other relative texts ? By quoting 
one verse of the general connexion — ClT*" Verily I say unto you, 
this generation shall not pass, till ALL these things be fulfil- 
led." Let us adopt the same method with these passages from 
1 Cor. and 1 Thess. Do we not see that Paul was speaking of 
" things which must shortly come to pass " before the close of the 
then living generation ? .He speaks in the first person plural to his 
brethren. — " We shall not all sleep [be dead] when the "trumpet 
shall sound." "Then WE which are ALIVE and remain unto 
ihe coming of the Lord," he. This was ds stiict a confinement of 
the expected resurrection to the natural life time of some of the 
then present generation as could have been made by repeating our 
Lord's positive declaration — " Verily I say unto you, this genera- 
tion shall not pass, till all these things be ftdjilled" So then 
the resurrection took place while some of Paul's bretliren re- 
mained " alive." This is enough. We now see to what mon- 
strous results the reasoning of my opponent and his brethren leads. 
We have followed them to the heart of their labyrinthy and find at 
last, after winding about and getting rid of the doctrine of future 
retribution, that we are left widiout any revelation of a^u^ure exis^ 
fence. One testimony has been explained away after another^ till 
the work is complete. "All nations have been gathered before 
Christ in judgment," — every man has received according to his 
Aeed^ — the righteous h^ve entered into eternal life, and the wicked 
gone away into everlasting punishment — the kingdom of God kae 
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been established here on earth — tliey that have done good have 

come forth to the resurrection of life, and they that have done evil 

to the resurrection of damnation — the ^^ first resurrection^''^ the 

** second death,^* and the general resurrection — the end of the 

tirorld — the new heaven and new earth — praise to God from all 

creatures in heaven, earth, under the earth, and in the sea — the 

making "all things new" — and the cessation of pain, sorrow and 

death throughout the world, 07* «^^> ^^^ have long since taiven 

place. So we have nothing now to do, but to close the lids of the 

Old Book, make a respectful bow to the ipfidel, and abandon all 

our grouhdless hopes of a life beyond the grave. If such be 

our miserable condition, may the Lord have mercy on us, and 

^rant us a new revelatiDu. 

The gentleman has adopted a novel expedient to rid himself bf 
the difficulty involved in his view of the jirst resurrection and sec- 
ond death. He now says that those who have pan in the first re- 
surrection cannot be hurt of the second death, so long as they re- 
lain their "jpar^;" but when they lose their part they may be hurt 
by a relapse. What can be more admirable? He- still affirmsthat 
the doctrine of future retribution is not taught in the Old Testa- 
ment. Here we entirely disagree. He wishes to know why the 
ancient sacred writers, when recording the death of wicked men 
by the divine judgments, did not explicitly inform us that they 
went into a state of future punishment. I answer ; for the best of 
all reasons — that no rational being could liave been expected to 
imagine that such guilt burthened creatures would go any where 
«lie but into punishment, if they existed at all after death. It would 
have been a work of supererogation to state a result, which was in 
the very nature of things natural and inevitable. Should you see a 
man go out of this house drunk, would any of you be likely to sus- 
pect he had become sober the moment he entered the street ? And 
IS it any more reasonable to believe that a man leaving this world 
guilty of the foulest and blackest crimes, passes instantly into hea- 
ven to an equality with the angels of God ? The sacred writers 
may well be excused for omitting the unnecessary labor which my 
opponent would have imposed on them. 

In conclusion, I thank the audience for their uniform, serious 
and respectful attention ; and the moderators for their kindness and 
patience. Those who have heard this discussion will judge of 
its merits. God grant that we may all endeavor to live such ho)^ 
lives, as that, however awful and solemn a retribution may await 
mankind in the world to come, it may be our lot to escape its con- 
demnation and enjoy in full fruition, the pleasures of everlasting 
life. 
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Smith. At ray fricDd-s request,* I have consented that the dis- 
cussion should close to day. For having the negative of the ques- 
tion, I left with him to continue or to stop as he chose. 

He says the sacred writers say nothing about the future punish- 
ment of the wicked, because every one universally supposed it 
would be so, and he asks, if you saw a man go out of this house 
drunk, would you imagine he would become sober the moment he 
entered the street? I ask, if you saw a man go drunk to bed, would 
not you expect him to wake up sober ? My question amounts to 
as much as his ; but there is no argument in these analogies. 

I think I have showed sufficiently from numerous passages, that 
God is judging the world now ; and that the judgments spoken of 
in the scriptures are temporal judgments. As to my interpreta- 
tion of the second death, I do not see the difficulty on which tlie 
gentleman insists. Do you not see that if a person relapses, he 
would loose all the benefit and advantage of his former conversion 
and in tliis way, would fall under i\\e power of the second death ? 

My opponent thinks I should not be persuaded of the truth of 
his doctrine, though one rose from the dead* I. do not think I 
should ; for I do not suppose that one who rose from the dead 
would teach any thing more than Moses and the Prophets taught ; 
and I cannot find that they have taught any such doctrine. 

My friend ridicules au interpretation, which he says has been 
given of the passage in the tenth chapter of Matthew. I have re- 
peatedly asked him to prove, that the word sotd in that passage 
means the immortal spirit of many but he has not yet done it. With 
respect to bis remarks on the interpretation, which he says has 
been given of that passage, there can be no doubty as you may 
hara by consulting any Greek lexicon, that the Greek word in 
that passage translated kill does sometimes mean to torture. What 
is meant by destroying both soul and body in hell is, that if the 
disciples relapsed from their religion, they would expose themselves 
to endure all the sufferings and miseries, which were soon to fall 
upon the Jewish nation. 

As to the parable of Lazarus, my friend will recollect that it is 
only a parable, and to be understood as such. Let him apply it, 
however, as literally as he chooses, will it prove any thing like the 
doctrine he maintains ? Is it said that the rich man was tormented 
on account of his evil deeds in this life? Not at all. He had re- 
ceived his good things in .this world, and was now receiving his 
evil things. Was Lazarus rewarded on account of any vh-tuous 

* Ballou denies btm* having made any such request. 
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actions he had performed ? We are not even told that he lived 
virtuously, but only that he received his evil things in this life, and 
was now receiving his good things. What has all this to do with 
the doctrine of rewards and punishments in another life for what 
we do here ? 

My friend has referred to the passage in Hebrews™" It is ap- 
pointed unto men once to die, but after this the judgment." It does 
not say all men ; and by referring to the context you will see that 
this passage has no connexion with a future state. You will see by 
the connexion, that Christ is compared to the High Priest of the 
Jews who entered once a year into the Holy of Holies to expiate 
the sins of the people, whereas it is said of Christ, that he entered 
once for all. The passage above quoted merely refers to the death 
of Christ, and the judgment which he made known. 

In conclusion, I offer, in common with my friend, to you and to 
the moderators, my thanks for the kindness, candor and attention, 
which we have received. What either of us may have said, mat- 
ters but little ; our bare words are nothing ; it is the scriptures, we 
have respectively brought forward, which are to decide the ques- 
tion. • 

I have endeavoured to show that the texts produced by my 
friend do not allude to the event to which he refers them, and 
that in consequence, they afford no support to the doctrine which 
he maintains* I have endeavored to show that the endof the world, 
which he takes to tnean the final end of this life, refers only to the 
times of the Messiah, and the end of the age in which he appeared. 
I think I have shown you that the doctrine which my friend main- 
tains, was a tradition of the Pharisees, and as such condemned by 
Jesus Christ. Search the scriptures and examine for yourselves. 
In this way only can you settle the question. 



{jff^ There are a few unimportant typographical errors in the foregoing 
flheeta ; but it is thought unneceanary to roaKe out a ibrmal Errata. The 
critical reader will correct them as occasion may require. 
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